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ABSTRACT 
This study examines the role of academic literacies and academic-writing practices at 
two diverse South African senior secondary schools and the implications that these 
practices have for academic-literacy teaching in Higher Education (HE). As student 
academic writing is central to teaching, learning and assessment in HE, learner 
academic-writing standards at schools will often impact on academic success in HE. 
This is a concern for HE as research from South African schooling contexts have found 
that students from secondary schools are seldom equipped to cope with the demands of 
HE writing practices. In addition, the introduction of a new curriculum (National 
Curriculum Statement – NCS) based on the principles of the South African constitution 
and informed by the Bill of Rights, impacted for the first time on senior secondary 
schools in 2006, when it was implemented in grade 10, and HE received its first cohort 
of matriculants with an NCS educational background in 2009. Therefore, this study 
specifically explores teachers‟ writing practices within an NCS writing-practice design for 
grades 11 and 12, and assesses its current implications for academic-writing practices 
in HE. 
 
Critical ethnography was selected as the primary methodology as it is concerned with 
multiple perspectives and explores local-practice contexts. Therefore, it provides a 
holistic understanding of the complexity of writing practices by examining the 
participants‟ writing-practice perceptions, observing their teaching practices and 
analysing their written responses or feedback to first and final drafts. The data/study 
sample consisted of three grades 11 and one grade 12 English Home Language and 
English First Additional Language teachers as well as selected learners from two 
secondary schools in the Port Elizabeth district. The data was collected by means of 
classroom observations, teacher interviews and learner samples of academic writing. 
Although this study focused on the teaching of academic writing by the four teachers, 
literacy understandings were also explored by describing what literacy practices 
subjectively meant to the four teachers by determining the meanings they collectively 
and individually gave to dominant literacy practices in academic writing, especially 
feedback practices in text production.  
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A detailed examination of the new NCS requirements suggest that it offers an 
understanding of knowledge as a social construct, advocates a multiple literacies 
approach to teaching and learning, and allows for a process approach to cognitively-
demanding writing which takes cognisance of the rhetorical, social and cultural 
dimensions of literacy. Collectively, the ASs in LO3 reflect a process approach to 
writing, from planning, drafting, feedback, revision to presentation of the final text. It also 
considers the specific rhetorical dimensions of purpose, audience, and context. 
Therefore, these NCS writing practices should benefit learners advancing to HE.  
 
This study argues that if teachers in secondary schools were to adhere more closely to 
the NCS‟s LO3 and its ASs implementation guidelines, learners would be better 
prepared to cope with HE academic-writing requirements. Instead, the study found that 
the teachers tended to reduce writing practices to the mastery of discrete sets of 
technical skills with a focus on surface features of language like spelling and grammar. 
In addition, the study found that when the teachers‟ perceptions of the NCS and their 
own classroom-writing practices were explored, they tended to resist a social-practice 
approach to academic writing, and, as a result, mostly adapted LO3 of the NCS rather 
than adopting it as intended by the policy-makers.  
 
Similar to other South African studies, this study concludes that teachers remain largely 
rooted in their autonomous teaching practices favouring traditional methods with which 
they are familiar over curricula policies which could emancipate learners toward levels 
of achievement which would better prepare them for both HE and the world of work. In 
other words, teachers in the sample tend to conserve their traditional methodologies 
which are predominantly informed by deficit views of learners‟ problems, selectively 
including new policy requirements which create the impression of compliance, rather 
than fundamentally altering their approaches pedagogically in the classroom and their 
academic-writing practices in particular. 
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CHAPTER ONE: RESEARCH OVERVIEW AND ORIENTATION 
 
1.1 Introduction 
The National Curriculum Statement (NCS) is a new curriculum which was introduced to 
restructure education in South Africa after the demise of the apartheid educational 
system. Initially, in 1997, the first democratically elected government introduced 
Curriculum 2005 which it envisaged would be introduced in grade 1 in 1998, and that by 
2005 all grades in the General Education and Training Band would have implemented 
the curriculum. Curriculum 2005 was eventually streamlined and simplified into the 
Revised National Curriculum Statement for grades R - 7. The word Revised has not 
been used for the Further Education and Training phase (FET) of schooling which is 
referred to as the National Curriculum Statement. The NCS, which is now mandatory, 
was first implemented in grade 10 in 2006; grade 11 in 2007 and, finally, grade 12 in 
2008. In 2009, Higher Education (HE) institutions received their first intake of students 
who had been taught according to the NCS. This study focuses on the writing practices 
delineated in the NCS and assesses whether they equip students entering HE to meet 
the academic literacy demands of HE. Chapter one briefly explores the background to 
writing-practice study, writing as a social practice, the NCS and current writing practices 
in South African senior secondary school classrooms. The study‟s problem statement; 
sub-questions; significance of the research and the research methodology is then 
outlined. 
 
1.2 Background to writing-practice study 
As student academic writing is central to teaching, learning and assessment in HE 
(Crème & Lea 2003, Hendricks 2009), learner academic-writing standards at schools 
will often impact on academic success in HE. This is a concern for HE as Quinn‟s 
findings from a South African schooling context claim that students from secondary 
school “are seldom equipped to cope with the demands of writing at university” 
(2007:1). This situation is further exacerbated in HE as academic writing is often viewed 
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as “an invisible dimension of the curriculum” as the rules or writing conventions of what 
constitutes academic writing are often thought to be common sense knowledge and are 
thus not “explicitly taught within disciplinary courses” (Coffin, Curry, Goodman, 
Hewings, Lillis & Swann 2003:3). Therefore, to gain access to academic literacy 
students often have to “invent” the expectations within the lecturer‟s mind as these 
expectations are seldom made overt and usually act as gatekeepers for success in HE 
(McKenna 2004:279).  
 
Furthermore, researchers like Geisler (1994) in the Rhetorical Studies tradition and Gee 
(1990) of New Literacy Studies (NLS) agree that “knowledge of the „rhetorical process‟ 
has a tacit dimension, which makes it difficult for experts to articulate, and, therefore, 
difficult for students to learn” (Jacobs 2007a:4). Research has also shown that literacies 
are not acquired “naturally” and that acquisition often depends on literacy practices 
students have acquired in the past and those specifically extended to them in the 
present (Hinkel 2002). This, for Hinkel (2004:7), requires explicit teaching and focused 
second language (L2) instruction to develop academic proficiency and, for L2 
especially, this means: 
Extensive, thorough and focused L2 instruction in academic vocabulary, 
grammar and discourse is essential for developing the L2 written proficiency 
expected in general education courses and studies in the disciplines. 
 
Therefore, the rigours and demands of academic writing complicate the writing process 
and challenge teachers at secondary schools, academic literacy (AL) practitioners and 
disciplinary specialists in HE. In addition, not only does effective academic writing often 
depend on developing academic proficiency, it is also cognitively-complex writing which 
relies on obtaining and transforming knowledge further (Bereiter & Scardamalia1985, 
1987, 1989 in Hinkel 2004:6). Knowledge transforming is a cognitively more complex 
form of writing than knowledge telling, as it necessitates thinking about an issue, 
obtaining information needed for analysis and modifying thinking. This type of writing 
leads writers to expand their knowledge base and develop new knowledge by 
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processing new information obtained for the purpose of producing written discourse. 
Academic proficiency, therefore, also involves a variety of literacy practices to derive 
information from reading to integrating that with what is already available to become 
“obtained knowledge” (Hinkel 2004:12). 
 
The successful teaching of these academic literacies within disciplines is often 
dependent on collaboration between language and discipline or content teachers 
(Jacobs 2007a). However, most subject teachers at schools and lecturers in HE focus 
on the content knowledge of the discipline as their core responsibility and problems with 
discourse are often construed as “language problems” (Gee 1990:73). Although 
language teachers (or AL practitioners) are often regarded as those responsible for the 
rhetorical aspects of writing, language is not a technical and transparent medium for 
encoding existing content in grammatically correct form to be conveyed to others  
(Harran 2006:235). In addition, only getting the grammar right often does not 
communicate meaning and knowledge or take into account the way choices shape 
grammatical / syntactical decisions (Boughey  2002:300). Therefore, language cannot 
be divorced from content or meaning and viewed as a neutral mechanism for 
communicating meaning. In other words, a reciprocal relationship between language 
and content teachers needs to be developed which does not perceive academic 
literacies as autonomous bodies of knowledge (Jacobs 2007a:20) and language as a 
transparent medium. This understanding of academic literacy as a reciprocal 
relationship between language and content seems to be endorsed by academic-writing 
practices promoted by the new NCS.  
 
For example, within the NCS, Learning Outcome 3 (LO3): Writing and Presenting 
describes writing as “a powerful instrument of communication that allows learners to 
construct and communicate thoughts and ideas coherently” (Department of Education 
2003:13). In addition, the NCS‟s LOs, including academic-writing practices, are based 
upon the principles of social transformation, human rights, inclusivity, environmental and 
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social justice and have been designed to influence all teaching and learning in South 
African schools (Department of Education 2003; 2007).  
 
Therefore, the NCS‟s LOs also support the understanding of literacies as being multiple 
and socially-situated rather than being unitary and universal (Heath 1983, Street 1984, 
1993, Barton 1994, Baynham 1995, Barton & Hamilton 1991, Prinsloo & Breier 1996, 
Norton 1997, Thesen 1997, Barton, Hamilton & Ivanic 2000).  As literacy is always 
situated within specific social practices which shape and are shaped by the social 
actions undertaken in response to recurrent situations within discourse communities 
(Bazerman 1988, Paré & Smart 1994 in Parks 2002:407, Swales 1990, 1998, Harran 
2006:45), researchers have increasingly become preoccupied with writers and writing in 
relation to particular settings (Barton & Hamilton 1991, Prinsloo & Breier 1996, Norton 
1997, Thesen 1997, Barton et al 2000, Cope & Kalantzis 2000, Archer 2005).  
 
1.2.1  Writing as a social practice 
Gee (1996) identifies two kinds of discourses, primary and secondary. Lankshear 
(1999) describes Gee‟s primary discourse as:  
 
…how we learn to do and be [including listening, speaking, thinking, reading and 
writing] within our family (or face-to-face and intimate) group during our early life. 
It . . .  comprises our first notions of who „people like us‟ are, and what „people 
like us‟ do, think, value, and so on.  
 
Secondary discourses are those discourses that people learn by taking part in “outside 
groups and institutions,” (Lankshear 1999), such as school, the work environment and 
universities, or, for Gee (1996), Discourses (with a capital D).  Discourses (with a capital 
D) includes much more than language and includes ways of “behaving, interacting, 
valuing, thinking, believing, speaking, and often reading and writing that are accepted 
as instantiations of particular roles (or types of „people‟) by specific groups of people” 
(Gee 1996: viii). Discourse as a concept also provides an effective understanding as it 
foregrounds concerns with social issues in the study of writing rather than the linguistic 
specifics of the text.  
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Coffin et al (2003:9) also support a social-practice view of writing and identify three 
“influential approaches” to the teaching of academic writing. These approaches include 
writing as text, writing as process and writing as social practice. A practice 
understanding of writing involves more than the writing product. It encompasses what 
teachers associate with what they do; how they construct writing as value-laden and 
understand the ideologies that surround it. These practices refer to particular ways of 
thinking about and doing writing in different cultural contexts and include ways of 
utilising written language – what is done with writing. This cannot be limited to 
observable units of behaviour or activities but will involve values, attitudes, feelings, 
patterns of privileging, social purposes and social relationships (Street 1993:12) which 
are often processes internal to people. Therefore, writing practices are pitched at higher 
levels of abstraction and refer to behaviour as well as social and cultural 
conceptualisations that give meaning to the uses of writing (or reading). 
 
Although writing research began to explore the role of genre knowledge in writing from 
as early as the 1990s, both as a discourse construct and as a social context influence 
(Swales 1990), many teachers around the world still stick to “single-draft, error-focused 
models of writing and feedback” (Ferris 2003:22). This traditional product approach to 
academic writing (which views writing as a textual product) is also known as the 
autonomous model of writing (Street 1993).  Hyland (2002:7) elaborates on the 
perspective which views texts as autonomous objects and writing as an extension of 
grammar: 
Guided composition was the main teaching method, and this needed no context 
but the classroom and few skills other than the ability to call up learned 
structures. In this situation the teacher was an expert imparting knowledge to 
novices. Today this approach can be found in the generic formulas of guides on 
„how to write effective prose‟ which fill bookshop shelves and, in a different guise, 
in classrooms where the „correct‟ essay structures are prescribed.  
 
Writing from a textual product perspective, however, seems to have remained the 
dominant influence behind most writing practices in South African secondary schools 
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with teachers organising “their writing practices to produce autonomous texts” (Geisler 
1994:37). 
 
1.2.2 South African writing practices and the NCS 
This study assesses whether the academic-writing practices prescribed in the new 
curriculum (NCS) will equip/enable students to acquire academic-writing proficiency so 
that they can cope with the academic-writing demands in HE (Quinn 2007:1). These 
findings will provide an understanding of academic-writing practices at senior school 
level so that both HE discipline specialists and academic-literacy practitioners can be 
aware of the impact of academic-writing practices in school contexts. These findings will 
also be related to current HE academic-writing standards and requirements.  
  
In addition, the implementation of the new NCS is a challenge because of the 
multidimensional nature of innovation in the classroom and the possibility of using new 
materials, new teaching methods and the possibility of having to alter beliefs (Fullan 
2001:39). These factors all pose major challenges for South African education with its 
history of under-resourced schools. The excerpt below taken from the road show on 
assessment curriculum-orientation material (Department of Education 1997) 
emphasises the difficulties that many teachers in under-resourced schools face: 
 
QUESTION: 
How is it possible to make a meaningful assessment in overcrowded classrooms, 
or even where no classrooms exist? 
ANSWER: 
The new curriculum does not pretend to solve the facilitative problem. That issue 
is being addressed at provincial and community level. 
 
1.3 Problem statement  
As secondary school students are currently not coping with the demands of academic 
writing in HE (Quinn 2007:1), this study investigates the challenge this presents to 
academic-literacy practitioners and discipline specialists in HE.   Furthermore, the study 
also focuses on investigating the impact the first group of students who have been 
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taught according to the new NCS writing-practice design, LO3 - Writing and Presenting 
in 2009 on academic-literacy practitioners and discipline specialists in HE. Hence an 
important question which this research will attempt to explore is: What are the 
implications of the NCS writing-practice design in grades 11and 12 for the teaching of 
academic writing in HE? 
 
1.4 Sub-problems / questions 
This research aims to explore the implications of NCS classroom-writing practices in 
senior secondary schools to inform and assess the impact of these academic-writing 
practices in HE.  
 
This study, therefore, will be guided by the following sub-problems: 
 What are the critical factors for developing successful academic writing 
practices in senior secondary schools and in HE?  
 What writing practices are endorsed by LO3, Writing and Presenting, of 
the National Curriculum Statement, English Home and First Additional 
Language, grades 10 – 12 (General)? 
 How do teachers‟ perceptions and application of LO3 and its ASs 
implicate academic-writing practices in the classroom? 
 What do the texts written by selected learner data samples reveal about 
teacher academic-writing practices? 
  
1.5 Significance of the research 
This study examines the influence that LO3 of the NCS may have on the teaching of 
academic writing or cognitively-complex writing in senior schools. The research findings 
aim to recommend writing practices to improve the academic-writing standards in the 
FET phase of the NCS and, subsequently, enhance the HE entry-level academic 
literacies of students.  
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Furthermore, as the academic-writing competencies of many students entering HE are 
poor (Webb 2002) and often remain so throughout their HE careers, an understanding 
of classroom-writing practices at secondary schools could also inform academic-literacy 
practitioners in HE of student academic-literacy levels. This study will address this 
concern by describing: 
 The extent to which teachers value the beliefs and practices upon which the NCS 
is based.  
 The practices teachers use to make sense of and implement LO3. 
 The teacher classroom-writing practices reflected in the learner writing samples.  
 
1.6 Research methodology 
Although the study makes use of ethnography which is now recognised as a primary 
research method, as well as descriptive survey, its theoretical basis is critical 
ethnography which foregrounds questions of legitimacy, power, values in society, 
domination and suppression. Berg (2001:134) also points out that regardless of 
terminological preferences, ethnography places researchers in the midst of whatever it 
is they study so that they can examine various phenomena as perceived by the 
participants and represent these observations as accounts.   
 
The study‟s data sample consists of three grade 11 and one grade 12 teacher and 
selected learners from two secondary schools in the Port Elizabeth district. From each 
school, an English Home Language and English First Additional Language teacher was 
selected for the study. The data collection included classroom observations, teacher 
interviews and samples of learners‟ academic writing. 
  
1.7 Study limitations 
As effective descriptive survey requires the careful selection and delimitation of the 
population of the study (Leedy 1989:142), the population was delimited in various ways. 
Data was gathered from the three grade 11 and one grade12 teacher (two English 
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Home Language and two English First Additional Language) as well as five writing 
samples from each of their learners in their natural classroom settings. As Denzin and 
Lincoln (2000:370 in Silverman 2005:129) argue: 
Many qualitative researchers employ … purposive, and not random, sampling 
methods. They seek out groups, settings and individuals where … the processes 
being studied are most likely to occur.  
 
Although the population was delimited to  grade 11 or 12 teachers in this sample, the 
NCS groups grades 10 to 12 in the FET phase of secondary school. The selection of 
grade 11s in this research was based on two reasons: firstly, these learners would have 
had some exposure to the FET phase of the new NCS in grade 10 and; secondly, 
schools are usually reluctant to allow researchers to work with grade 12s as this may 
negatively impact on the time teachers have to prepare learners for their final 
examinations. However, if teachers from grade 12 were willing to be included in the 
study, they would be selected. 
 
Although this study focuses on the teaching practices of academic writing by the four 
teachers during classroom observations and interviews, the teachers‟ written responses 
or feedback to learners‟ writing on first drafts and final drafts were also analysed.  This 
was to determine whether the teachers made use of formative assessment by providing 
comments on initial drafts rather than just providing a final mark for the essay. Teacher 
comment on first drafts is essential as learners tend to be more influenced by feedback 
received during the writing process than at the end of it. Hodges (1997:78) claims that 
“some of our most successful teaching in the margins and end spaces of students‟ 
written work, perhaps more than we can in any other site”. However, this feedback 
practice presupposes that all teachers review their learners‟ first drafts, whereas, in 
reality, teachers may only make comments on the final drafts for summative purposes. 
Research also shows that many teachers worldwide still do not use a process approach 
to writing (Ferris 2003), and in a South African study by Harran (1994), teachers often 
did not implement feedback to encourage revision and improve writing. 
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1.9 Outline of the study 
The study‟s background and rationale together with a statement of the problem and 
sub-problems to be addressed have been outlined in chapter one. In chapter two, the 
literature related to writing-practice research is reviewed. The third chapter describes 
the study‟s research rationale, methodology and data-collection processes.  The   
study‟s data collection findings are discussed and analysed in chapter four. Finally, 
chapter five reflects on the study‟s theoretical context and the research findings to make 
conclusions and suggest recommendations for academic-writing practices in HE.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 Introduction 
Chapter two broadly reviews research on critical factors for developing successful 
academic-literacy practices in HE. This focus is then narrowed to identify and describe 
current HE and senior school academic-writing practices, in particular, the dominant 
NCS senior secondary school-writing practices. These school-writing practices influence 
the academic-writing competencies of students entering HE and, therefore, implicate 
HE academic literacy requirements and writing practices. Academic writing is critically 
important in HE and remains central to most teaching, learning and assessment (Crème 
& Lea 2003). This study, therefore, attempts to identify possible reasons for the current 
academic-literacy standards of students entering HE by exploring current writing-
practice trends in selected senior secondary schools in the Eastern Cape.  
  
School-writing practices are a major concern for HE as research has found that when 
students complete their secondary schooling, they are often not equipped to cope with 
academic-writing demands in HE (Quinn 2007). High-quality literacy in schools is often 
associated with “personal introspective forms of self-knowledge” rather than “abstract 
content-rich meta-cognitive understanding” (Hendricks 2009:12). Therefore, schools 
often focus on expressivist approaches (Elbow 1981) and encourage writers to find their 
own voices to produce fresh and spontaneous writing by promoting self-discovery and 
empowerment of the inner writer (Hyland 2002:23). However, the over-emphasising of 
personal writing does not adequately prepare students for the cognitively-complex 
writing required in academic settings (Horowitz 1986). For example, Boughey‟s 
(2005:639) study located in a first year political philosophy class at a historically black 
South African university found there was a “mismatch between the expectations” of the 
dominant university context of culture and context of situation (the first year class). The 
mismatch of expectations occurred when teachers expected students to engage with 
the field in a “rigorous, academic fashion” (Boughey 2005:340) and the students rather 
made use of “common sense understandings” resulting in fragmented and 
23 
 
decontextualised texts that failed to make “academically satisfactory” meanings. Kamler 
(2001:83 in Hendricks 2009:12) seeks to “disrupt the binary division between personal 
and factual writing” and Boughey (2005:348) describes the need for “epistemological 
access” to bridge student and lecturer gaps which requires “more than introducing 
students to a set of a-cultural, a-social skills and strategies to cope with academic 
learning and its products”. 
  
This chapter describes the writing approaches advocated by Learning Outcome 3 
(LO3): Writing and Presenting of the NCS, as well as the teachers‟ perceptions of LO3 
requirements and its related Assessment Standards (ASs). An understanding of the 
dominant current writing practices in grades 10 to 12 at schools is necessary to assess 
whether the writing practices advocated by the NCS prepare learners adequately to 
cope with the demands of academic writing when they enter HE.  
 
Section 2.2 discusses the dominant academic-literacy practices in HE and in senior 
secondary schools as well as the implications of these practices for successful 
academic-literacy practices. Research dealing more specifically with academic writing 
in schools and in HE is then reviewed. 
 
2.2 HE academic-literacy requirements 
This study is broadly concerned with the discursive practices and dominant discourses 
that describe students‟ HE academic-literacy requirements. These can be linked to 
Street‟s (1984, 1993, 1995) identification of an autonomous model of literacy and 
Olsen‟s (1977 in Boughey 2002:297) view of the autonomous text. Similar to these 
models is Rampton‟s (1995 in Boughey 2002:297-298) autonomous model of applied 
linguistics and English teaching, and, the deficit view of literacy (Creme & Lea 2003, 
Boughey 2002). In opposition to these autonomous models, Street (1993) postulates an 
ideological model of literacy.  Of consideration for this study is that these dominant 
autonomous model literacy views in HE and senior secondary schools have serious 
implications for “the provision of epistemological access” to HE (Boughey 2002:348). 
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Therefore, chapter four also uses critical discourse analysis (CDA) to examine the 
dominant school discourses and discursive practices in more detail by identifying 
practice excerpts from the interviews with teachers, the classroom observation notes, 
and teachers‟ comments made on samples of learners‟ writing. 
 
2.2.1 Autonomous versus ideological model of literacy 
Street‟s (1984, 1993, 1995) distinction between the autonomous and ideological models 
of literacy is central to an understanding of students‟ and learners‟ language problems 
and to informing the educational practice of subject-based teaching and learning. 
However, before this important distinction can be fully understood, it is necessary to 
explain the constructs of literacy and discourse. Gee (1990:153) describes literacy as 
“mastery or fluent control over a secondary discourse” and defines discourse as:  
... a socially accepted association among ways of using language, of thinking, 
feeling, believing, valuing, and of acting that can be used to identify oneself as a 
member of a socially meaningful group or „social network‟ or to signal (that one is 
playing) a socially meaningful „role‟ (1990:143). 
 
Gee (1996:137), however, distinguishes between primary and secondary Discourse 
types. Primary discourse is defined as “those to which people are apprenticed early in 
life during their primary socialisation as members of particular families within their 
sociocultural settings”. Primary discourses form the first social identity and are the base 
within which later discourses are acquired or resisted. Secondary discourses are “those 
to which people are apprenticed as part of their socialisation within various local, state 
and national groups and institutions outside early and peer-group socialisation, for 
example, churches, schools, offices” (Gee 1996:137). They constitute the 
recognisability and meaningfulness of public and more formal acts. 
 
The autonomous model of literacy is based on the premise that literacy is a unitary skill 
that focuses on the encoding and decoding of texts. Olsen (1997 in Boughey 2002:297) 
extends Street‟s (1993) autonomous academic-literacy model by promoting the idea of 
the autonomous text where meaning is located in-text and the reader is simply taught to 
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retrieve the meaning through appropriate reading skills. The autonomous model of 
literacy, therefore, promotes a set of technical, a-cultural, a-social skills and fails to 
acknowledge how meaning is dependent on the knowledge which the learner brings to 
a text. Conversely, Gee (1990) supports Street‟s (1984, 1993, 1995) view that literacy 
involves playing a social role, and, since learners and students can play many social 
roles in their daily lives, literacy is a multiple rather than a unitary construct. For 
Baynham (1995:1), literacy as a practice “involves investigating literacy as „concrete 
human activity‟, not just what people do with literacy, but also what they make of what 
they do, the values they place on it and the ideologies that surround it”. 
 
Like Street (1995), Rampton (1995 in Boughey 2002) links the autonomous model of 
literacy as a neutral technology to applied linguistics and English language teaching. In 
opposition to the neutral technology view, the ideological approach promotes teaching 
and learning that are embedded in social practices, and refutes the autonomous view of 
practices being politically, socially or culturally neutral. The opposing views of a 
decontextualised, neutral technology or a social-practice approach have serious 
implications for successful academic literacy-teaching practices. Furthermore, the 
autonomous model, far from being neutral, is ideologically biased in that such literacy 
practices favour students and learners who have had greater access to them and their 
use from early childhood years (Heath 1983, Scollon & Scollon 1981 in Boughey 2002). 
 
A point of interest to post-apartheid South African educational provision is how Western 
discourse practices can serve a political function. For example, Geisler (1994:9) 
describes how the use of the autonomous code embedded in ideological practices 
affects educational access: 
… the use of the more autonomous code was both socially relevant to the 
exercise of political power and cognitively relatively difficult to master. As a 
consequence, the more formal discourse effectively served a gatekeeping 
function even in forums where participation was nominally open to all. 
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Formal and decontextualised methods of teaching could, therefore, have political and 
educational implications for South African learners who are studying English in a new 
democratic order. Students who are not mother-tongue speakers of English but who are 
attending former Model C schools are invariably studying English Home Language1. By 
implication, they will be disadvantaged if decontextualised methods of teaching which 
are based on an autonomous model are implemented as there may be Discourse 
practices at schools “that continue to set up inequalities between students with 
academic „cultural capital‟ and those who are not well „precursed‟ for academia” (Jacobs 
2007a: 21). Similarly, in HE, the autonomous model of teaching often leads to an 
acculturation view of academic-literacy teaching. As a consequence, the majority of 
students accessing HE in South Africa do not have the home literacies to match the 
institutional literacies and are, therefore, often marginalised by the institutional practices 
(Jacobs 2007a).  
 
Boughey (2002:296), therefore, opposes the autonomous models and posits an 
“alternative construction” to the perception of students‟ problems as being “rooted in 
their status as outsiders to academic discourses and in their lack of familiarity with the 
literacy”. By ascribing students‟ difficulties to a lack of academic literacy rather than with 
language per se, Boughey (2002) avoids both the apartheid racist perception of 
describing students‟ difficulties as related to innate differences in cognition or culture, 
and avoids the simplistic notion that they are purely problems associated with 
(especially) the status of speakers of English as an additional language. As the 
autonomous model of literacy is closely related to the deficit model of literacy, it has 
similar consequences for teaching and learning practices. 
 
2.2.2 Impact of deficit models on academic-literacy teaching practices 
The research of Crème and Lea (2003) is significant as it provides an historical 
perspective of the deficit model that some institutions had (and some still have) about 
                                                          
1
 There are not many former Model C schools which offer Xhosa (or any of the other African languages) as a Home 
Language. The dominant offerings are English and Afrikaans Home Languages. 
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the literacy levels of some of the students they teach. The deficit model is a remedial 
model which locates literacy/language problems within the learner rather than in any 
systemic deficiencies. This deficit view was often the basis of many Academic Support 
programmes of the 1980s (Boughey 2002), which saw their role as closing the gap 
between mainly black students‟ poor socio-economic and educational backgrounds and 
university. Such initiatives tended to rely on commonsense assumptions about students 
who have a history of disadvantage and acquire power to construct “rules of the 
possible” by assuming “natural” or “commonsense” status (Fairclough 1989). For 
example, in HE, academic writing is often viewed as “an invisible dimension of the 
curriculum” as the rules or writing conventions of what constitutes academic writing are 
often thought to be commonsense knowledge and are thus not “explicitly taught within 
disciplinary courses” (Coffin et al 2003:3). Therefore, to gain access to academic 
literacy students often have to “invent” the expectations within the lecturer‟s mind as 
these expectations are seldom made overt and usually act as gatekeepers for success 
in HE (McKenna 2004:279). As a result, these commonsense ideologies affect access 
and act as gatekeepers for many learners as language that is used in different ways is 
perceived as other or abnormal.  
 
Tollefson (1991 in Boughey 2002) distinguishes between neoclassical and historical 
structural approaches to language acquisition to account for commonsense practices. 
Neoclassical approaches attribute language acquisition to individual factors such as 
motivation and attitude. On the other hand, historical structural approaches study the 
socio-cultural contexts in which language is used to explain individual language 
learning. The belief in the neoclassical approach allows HE mainstream to carry on with 
its traditional programmes and adopt the attitude that it is “very much „business as 
usual‟ while academic support is expected to get on with the job of preparing 
disadvantaged students for an institution that was itself to remain unchanged” (Kloot, 
Case & Marshall 2008:799). However, Kloot et al (2008) also argue that HE should find 
ways of giving access to students that have “the potential to succeed at tertiary level but 
have been genuinely held back by their secondary school experience” (Kloot et al 
2008:800) as it would be futile to wait for schools to change.  
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This study, however, challenges the deficit view within school and HE teaching 
practices which adopt the gap-filling or bridging approaches. In schools, these add-on 
practices are particularly significant as many black students attending former Model C 
schools have to take English as a Home Language and are often labelled as deficient in 
their language capabilities (Boughey 2002). Cummins (1996:21) also suggests students 
working in an additive bilingual environment succeed to a greater extent than those 
whose first language and cultures are devalued by their schools and by the wider 
society.  
 
In HE institutions, the academic-writing literacy concerns have also often resulted in 
add-on programmes using bridging practices as well as teaching materials and 
resources that are decontextualised and /or emphasise surface-language structures. 
Although the teaching practices address the so-called deficiencies of certain students 
through remedial practices, they become problematic when the methods and materials 
supporting these programmes are generated overseas. Hence overseas materials 
which are often developed on the assumption that the common underlying proficiency 
has been developed through the home language, may not be appropriate for South 
African students.  
 
In the Eastern Cape, for instance, many of the Xhosa-speaking learners would not have 
developed the necessary Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) in their 
mother tongues. Hence international methods and some of their materials which are 
more concerned with surface features of language acquisition (presumably because 
most of their L2 learners have developed the underlying proficiencies in their mother 
tongues) do not facilitate language acquisition for many South African learners at 
schools and in HE. These resources are not always suitable for the South African 
context because the target students may have qualitatively different needs (Starfield 
1990:86). The research by Cummins and Swain (1984) helps to explain why South 
African needs are qualitatively different by drawing a distinction between CALP and 
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Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS), and between surface features of 
language and underlying proficiency. 
 
2.2.3 Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) and Basic Interpersonal 
Communication Skills (BICS) 
Starfield‟s (1990) findings that many South African students have qualitatively different 
needs from students overseas by drawing a distinction between CALP and BICS also 
support the research by Cummins and Swain (1984). Many students are comfortable 
with language use that is context-embedded, where physical objects in the immediate 
surrounding provide support for meaning making. It is at the other end of the continuum, 
in context-reduced situations (Cummins & Swain 1984), where situations with no 
support for meaning making present problems for students. For example, in a context-
reduced situation like writing an academic essay, language has to be highly explicit. 
However, many students who are only familiar with context-embedded situations often 
do not appreciate the importance of being explicit in context-reduced situations. These 
students need to be inducted into the culture of such academic practices, and, in South 
Africa, the situation is exacerbated because most L2 learners switch to English as a 
medium of instruction from as early as grade four. As Macdonald‟s research (1990) 
reveals, the majority of learners in South African primary schools shift to an additional 
language as a medium of instruction in grade four, often not developing the underlying 
proficiency in their mother tongue and, therefore, they cannot use it to support language 
use in their additional language.  
 
Therefore, most L2 learners are not given the opportunity to develop CALP in their own 
mother tongue. Cummins (in Heugh, Siegruhn & Pluddemann 1995:66), developed a 
"linguistic interdependence hypothesis". This hypothesis refutes that First Language 
(FL) and Second Language (SL) development and learning are independent processes 
in the brain but dependent processes:  
...learners can reach high levels of competence in their SL if their FL 
development, especially usage of certain functions of language relevant to 
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schooling and the development of vocabulary and concepts, is strongly promoted 
by their environment. The high level of proficiency in FL makes possible a similar 
level in SL. On the other hand, when skills in the FL are not well-developed and 
education in the early years is completely in the SL, then the further development 
of the FL will be delayed. In turn, this will have a limiting effect on Second 
Language Acquisition (SLA). 
 
Cummins's (1984) research further highlights the dependent FL and SL development 
processes in the brain by developing the theory that the underlying proficiency between 
FL and SL has much in common.  For example, the development of literacy skills in the 
first language (FL) can be transferred to enliteration of the second language (SL). 
 
Cummins and Swain (1984) extend the understanding of language acquisition by 
drawing a distinction between surface features of language and underlying proficiency. 
The underlying proficiency represents the ability to use language for different purposes 
(or functions) and in different contexts. These involve deep or higher order linguistic 
functions, which do not occur naturally and are dependent on the student‟s linguistic 
experiences. These may include experiences gained at school, the home or other social 
contexts. An important point made by Cummins and Swain (1984) is that the underlying 
proficiency developed through the use of the first (home) language is transferred to 
additional languages.  
 
These findings, therefore, support the position that language disadvantage is related to 
the lack of development of CALP rather than language per se. Cummins' (1996)  
linguistic interdependence theory thesis supports Macdonald‟s (1990) research in 
Botswana amongst Tswana-speaking children which shows evidence that learning 
English as medium of instruction must flow from the effective, solid establishment of FL 
enliteration and proficiency (in Heugh et al, 1995:67). 
 
Section 2.2 focused broadly on critical factors which influence successful academic-
literacy teaching and language acquisition. Section 2.3 discusses the impact of 
31 
 
autonomous writing practices in senior secondary on successful academic-writing 
practices in HE 
 
2.3 Autonomous writing practices 
The traditional paradigm or product approach to writing was not grounded in a clearly 
articulated theory of learning or teaching and paid little attention to procedures or 
strategies involved in composing coherent pieces of writing (Harran 2006:57). This 
resulted in learners‟ and students‟ writing being viewed as autonomous objects or as 
textual products (Hyland 2002:6) which should subscribe to fixed universal standards 
and expectations. Street (1984) calls this the “autonomous model of literacy” and this 
approach to the research and teaching of writing as a textual product focuses on its 
“tangible, analysable aspects …. A concern for material form … and so reduces the 
intricacies of human communication to the manageable and concrete” (Hyland 2002:6).  
 
This mechanistic view sees texts as functioning acontextually and has the ideological 
implication that human ideas can be transferred from one person to another via 
language. Consequently, writing is removed from the context and the personal 
experiences of the writer and the reader “because meanings can be encoded in texts 
and be recovered by anyone with the right decoding skills” (Hyland 2002:6). According 
to the autonomous model then, writing can be analysed and described in ways which 
are not dependent on particular writers or readers, but on the writer‟s ability to recreate 
the forms and the system of rules to create texts.  
 
Significantly, Hyland (2002:7) claims that “in many schools writing is principally 
conducted to demonstrate a knowledge of decontextualised facts with little awareness 
of a reader beyond the teacher-examiner”.  Geisler (1994:40) sums up this practice 
appropriately by asserting that “[b]oth students as writers and teachers as their readers, 
then, engage in practices regulated by the ideal of the autonomous text”. Of concern is 
Hyland‟s (2002:7) findings that “factual displays and clear exposition are often the main 
criteria of good writing in these contexts” and his findings reveal that decontextualised 
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methods of teaching writing are “alive and kicking in much teaching of writing and, 
indeed, is implicit in some notions of learning in [W]estern education systems”.  
 
2.3.1 Writing as product: text-oriented research and teaching 
The one view of writing which emerged from the autonomous approach is to examine 
texts as autonomous objects, and this led to academic-writing teaching which 
essentially examines surface features of writing. Such teaching and learning is centred 
on error-correction or error-free writing.  This emphasis on writing a grammatically 
correct text fails to take into account the rhetorical dimensions of purpose, audience and 
context. From this product perspective, Hyland (2002:8) claims teachers focus on: 
...correction and identifying problems in the student‟s control of the language 
system. The designs of many large international exams often reflect an 
autonomous view of writing... 
 
A second broad view of writing as a product looks beyond surface features to texts as 
discourse, and focuses on discovering how “writers use patterns of language options to 
accomplish coherent, purposeful prose” (Hyland 2002:10). This view of texts as 
autonomous objects failed to account for the relationship between text and context, and 
what Halliday (1996) refers to as register. Register in this sense covers texts which 
share common meanings and context of situation. For instance, motor car manuals, 
legal contracts, and, technical reports, would each share particular conventions, ranges 
of common meanings, forms and social purposes.  
 
However, because register can often be a confusing concept which refers to broad and 
overlapping activities, the concept of genre became more acceptable. This was 
especially so for those who desired to develop texts for students of English for Specific 
Purposes (ESP). Thus genres were seen as specially structured communicative events 
engaged in by specific discourse communities whose members share broad 
communicative purposes (Swales 1990:45-47). The implications for the teaching of 
writing involve exposing learners and students to varieties of texts related to the target 
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genre. Secondly, it implies teaching them to recognise how the contexts and purposes 
of the texts relate to specific language and grammatical structures. Although genre 
teaching had shifted the emphasis away from texts as autonomous objects to a focus 
on discourse, and from acontextual teaching to “ways in which language creates texts, 
writing largely remains the logical construction and arrangement of forms” (Hyland 
2002:21).  
 
Emig‟s (1971) study was the first major study to respond to the shift in composition 
orientation from  product to process by gathering data from “composing aloud” 
audiotapes and interviews in which participants answered questions on their writing 
processes. Although these research techniques are associated with process theories of 
writing focusing on what actual writers do in texts, they represent an epistemological 
shift and challenge the idea that writers‟ problems are mainly concerned with language 
as surface features, grammar, syntax and punctuation (Lillis 2001:27).  
 
2.4 Writing as process: writer-oriented research and teaching 
 Instead of emphasising the textual product and textual discourse, this broad approach 
focuses on the writer and the processes used to create texts. From a teaching 
perspective, this view is concerned with what good writers do when they are faced with 
having to compose a text. The teaching methods focus on the writer‟s personal 
creativity, the writer‟s cognitive processes, and, the writer‟s immediate context. 
 
The cognitive view of the writing process has been instrumental in providing teachers 
with a clear model which broke up the process into simpler, recursive, sub-processes. 
This focus on cognition basically sees writing as a problem-solving activity. It essentially 
promotes the view that writing is a “non-linear, exploratory and generative process 
whereby writers discover and reformulate their ideas as they attempt to approximate 
meaning” (Zamel 1983:165). The influence of the process writing approach has made 
teachers aware of what writing involves and has had an enormous impact on both L1 
and L2 classrooms. As Reid (1993 in Hyland 2002:28-29) points out:  
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Most teachers now set pre-writing activities to generate ideas about content and 
structure, encourage brainstorming and outlining, require multiple drafts, give 
extensive feedback, facilitate peer responses, delay surface corrections until the 
final editing, and display finished work.  
 
A major criticism of the process-writing approach is that it focuses too much on the local 
context and fails to give consideration to forces outside the writer. While cognition is an 
essential element of the process, it should also include the writer‟s experiences and 
background, his or her sense of self, situation and purpose. Although some process-
writing models do take the writer‟s local context into consideration, they do not allow for 
an evolving text to reflect a writer‟s response to the expectations or rhetorical demands 
of readers. In other words, they fail to take into account that writing is a social practice 
where meaning has to be negotiated between the participants.  
 
Therefore, since the 1980s, most studies have shifted their focus towards social 
influences on writing, attempting to identify the ways that contextual factors shape 
writing decisions and practices. The same “elicitation techniques” (Hyland 2002:157) or 
think-aloud protocols used by Emig (1971) involving the writers‟ self-reports while 
engaged on writing tasks have been useful in studies of situated writing and have 
provided important insights into the actions and understandings of writers. The use of 
protocol analyses and other in-process research forms ultimately depend on the 
theoretical orientation of the researcher, but do produce extremely rich data (Hyland 
2002:184). These methods allow researchers to explore the context-dependent nature 
of writing events as they occur, or soon after they are completed, examining what is 
“regular and what is idiosyncratic about them” (Hyland 2002:157).  
 
2.5 Writing as a social practice: reader-oriented research and teaching 
 Geisler‟s (1994:211) view of the nature of expertise challenges the product and process 
models of literacy with the assertion that expertise is only gained if the two dimensions 
of knowledge intersect, namely, the “domain content” and the “rhetorical process”. 
Students are, therefore, tasked with having to cope with both disciplinary content and 
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having to learn the academic literacies of the discipline (Discourse) into which they are 
being inducted.  
 
Gee (1990) extends the understanding of discourse by making an insightful distinction 
between language (the grammar of the language), literacies (which is more than 
reading and writing proficiently but includes how to read and write in different contexts) 
and Discourse (with a capital D), which encompasses both language and literacies. 
Gee‟s (1996) theoretical notion of Discourse promotes literacy as a social practice, to 
include “ways of speaking, reading and writing within particular contexts, but also ways 
of behaving, interacting, valuing, thinking and believing”, which contradicts the view of 
texts as autonomous objects. Therefore, the social view of literacy argues that writing 
“varies with context and cannot be distilled down to a set of cognitive or technical 
abilities” (Hyland 2002:54). 
 
Significantly for this study, the NCS appears to support Geisler‟s (1994) view of 
knowledge as a social construct and Gee‟s (1996) theory of literacy as a social practice 
when it lists as one of its objectives:  
Use language as a tool for critical and creative thinking. This objective 
recognises that knowledge is socially constructed through the interaction 
between language and thinking (Department of Education, Languages 2003:10).  
 
Like Gee (1996), Crème and Lea (2003) privilege an academic literacies model (rather 
than an autonomous generic-skills model) which recognises that writing is a 
contextualised social and cultural practice. Writing is, therefore, concerned with issues 
of meaning making, and through the very act of writing, the discipline itself is 
constructed. It is not simply a vessel for carrying discipline content. As Jacobs (2007b) 
explains, it is “understanding the way in which a discipline reads and writes itself”. The 
implication is that subject teachers are also literacy teachers and that writing should not 
only be the responsibility of language teachers. Subjects are not separate from 
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language, but rather specialised examples of the functioning of language (Moffett 
1968:212). 
 
To ensure a social approach to the study of literacy involves employing detailed 
ethnographic accounts of how writing is put to use by real people in schools, 
universities, workplaces, homes, and, in communities. Hence, because writing is a 
social act, to understand it fully, it is necessary to go beyond the decisions of individual 
writers to explore the requirements or conventions of preferred community practices. As 
these writing patterns or conventions often reflect the sociocultural understandings of a 
particular discourse community, the notion of discourse community or community of 
practice has “become a powerful metaphor in joining writers, texts and readers in a 
particular discursive space” (Hyland 2002:41). 
 
2.5.1 Communities of practice 
The term communities of practice (Lave & Wenger 1991) is often contested as being 
imprecise but it serves as a reminder that writing is a social construction and that the 
writer is a member of a community. Readers and writers influence and are influenced by 
the discourses of the socially and rhetorically constructed groups to which they belong. 
As members of these communities, the language of the groups is used to construct and 
sustain reality. The constructions of texts are also influenced by the social and rhetorical 
demands of the groups for which they are written. The implication for teaching is that 
such writing is best taught and understood within the specific genres of those 
communities. Hence experienced writers are more capable of predicting their readers‟ 
responses than novice writers because they have a better understanding and are more 
familiar with the ways in which that community constructs and interprets texts (Hyland 
2002:43). When these genres and competencies are located in specific contexts, they 
move beyond the realm of surface features of language and become discourse 
practices. Furthermore, in professional communities, the writer needs to acquire the 
specialist literacies of the professional community in order to succeed. Therefore, the 
role of the writing teacher then is “to help students discover how valued text forms and 
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practices are socially constructed in response to the common purposes of target 
communities” (Hyland 2002:43). 
 
Unfortunately, many HE institutions, like schools, continue to separate academic writing 
from the disciplinary knowledge and the professional communities that students are 
supposed to access (Winberg 2002, Harran 2006). For example, in Harran‟s (2006:312) 
engineering study, 44% of the component-engineer participants rated the influence of 
higher education on their report-writing effectiveness as average (44%) and a little 
(28%), while  a lot only received a rating of 28%. Face, a participant in the study, did not 
rate higher education academic-writing practices as having much influence on his 
report-writing effectiveness as “It did not help me a lot” (Harran 2006:315). Therefore, 
HE institutions continue to teach in ways which decontextualise academic writing 
instead of embedding them in academic and workplace disciplines. In schools, Boughey 
(2002) uses Christies‟ (1993 in Boughey 2002:304) “Received Tradition” to describe the 
situation where teachers can envisage no other way of teaching language than 
repeating their schooling experiences resulting in a situation of discipline rather than 
empowerment. 
 
2.5.2 Received Tradition 
Teaching according to the Received Tradition can also be extended to school practices 
in SA. The findings of a feedback practice study conducted in South Africa (Harran 
1994) supported what research has revealed about current product-orientated writing 
approaches and feedback practices. In the South African secondary schools where the 
research was conducted, product approaches to writing were standard and there was 
limited evidence of process-based approaches in L2 writing classes (Harran 1994). In 
the study, the teachers tended to rate and rank the importance of teacher response in 
writing tentatively and often identified their feedback practices as error indicators rather 
than a means to encourage revision and improve writing. Therefore, the value of 
feedback practices to direct students back to their writing by providing "insights and 
information upon which the students can react to reshape and restructure their 
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meaning" (Murray & Johanson 1990:98) were often not practiced. In addition, a 
longitudinal study conducted at a higher education institution in South Africa from 1996 
to1998 found that most ESL students entering the higher education institution had often 
not been exposed to writing as a process in their secondary schools (Harran 1999). This 
is a concern for higher education as Quinn‟s findings from a South African context also 
claim that students from secondary school “are seldom equipped to cope with the 
demands of writing at university” (2007:1). 
 
Silva and Matsuda (2001:216) also found that most teachers were often “out of sync 
with instructional practices they usually followed” and often relied on approaches that 
they knew. Furthermore, the quality of teacher training may also impact on effective 
teaching practices as Harran‟s (1994:41) study revealed that only 36% of the 
respondents assessed their teacher training as being adequate while 12% assessed it 
as inadequate and 52% as having shortcomings. The respondents also described their 
training as not catering for L2 needs with little grammar and skills emphasis. Finally, not 
only were two-thirds of the respondents critical of their teacher training, some were not 
even qualified to teach English.  
 
The dominant autonomous model tends to separate literacies and academic writing 
from the disciplinary knowledge that students are supposed to access whereas 
integrated approaches contextualise writing practices. 
  
2.5.3 Integrated literacies approaches 
An integrated approach does not separate and decontextualise the teaching of 
academic literacies and academic writing (Hinkel 2004). It draws on NLS 
understandings and, in particular, Street‟s ideological model of literacy which sees 
literacies as embedded in the power relations existing in society (1993). Significantly, 
Street (1996) rejects the autonomous model of literacy which views literacy as a 
generic, technical set of skills which can be transferred from one context to another. 
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Instead, the ideological model promotes a notion of multiple literacies which differs from 
one social context to another and from one academic discipline to another. 
 
While an ideological model makes sense in a HE context and although many HE 
institutions have begun such integrated teaching processes (Jacobs 2007b), the reality 
of integrating teaching practices at schools needs to be explored. As in HE, teachers at 
schools tend to remain locked inside their content subject areas and view the teaching 
of literacies as the responsibility of the language teachers or practitioners. This study, 
therefore, also explores the extent to which schools can contribute to an academic 
literacies model which promotes an integrated approach between subject teachers and 
language teachers to develop the writing of learners. Although the NCS provides for 
interaction between, for instance, English and other subjects like History or Biology 
(writing across the curriculum), it needs to be explored whether such practices are 
encouraged to take place in school classrooms. However, a significant feature of the 
NCS is that it seems to endorse the notion of multiple literacies in its policy documents: 
 
The range of literacies needed for effective participation in society and the 
workplace in the global economy of the twenty-first century has expanded 
beyond listening, speaking, reading, writing and oral traditions to include various 
forms such as media, graphic, information, computer, cultural, and critical 
literacy. The Languages curriculum prepares learners for the challenges they will 
face as South Africans and as members of the global community (Department of 
Education, Languages, English Home Language 2003:9).  
 
Quinn also supports the educational significance of research which reveals that 
“teaching about writing in a decontextualised way is not as effective as helping students 
with their writing as part of the mainstream courses in which they are studying” (2007:1).  
     
2.6 Writing-practice research 
The autonomous model tends to promote the view that a student needs a certain set of 
skills to succeed in academic writing. This in turn promotes a remedial approach to 
teaching which focuses on surface features of language and discrete writing skills. Such 
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add-on, generic, skills-based methods are based on a perceived language deficit that 
needs fixing with the problem being located in the student (Boughey 2002, Hyland 
2002:58). The process models of writing, on the other hand, tend to promote the view 
that writing can be dealt with by understanding the recursive processes that good 
writers use, and, applying these to solve a particular writing challenge. Brandt (1986:93 
in Hyland 2002:10), however, also argues that the “finished text need not be 
abandoned” but focus must shift from “formal features in an isolated text toward the 
whole text as an instance of language functioning in a context of human activity”. 
Hence, consideration must be given to how writers engage with an audience in creating 
meaningful texts. 
 
Therefore, the ideological model of integration with the academic disciplines promotes 
discipline-specific strategies where language and literacies‟ teachers develop integrated 
curricula. Furthermore, such integration promotes collaborative teaching and assessing, 
providing students with access to disciplinary knowledge while critically inducting them 
into the discourses of their chosen disciplines. As integrative practices appear to be a 
critical factor in promoting successful academic writing, this research intends to assess 
the extent to which such practices are (or can be) developed in the classrooms of 
secondary school teachers, and, the research may also show why they are not 
promoted.  
 
Research has also shown that writing is related to ways in which disciplines construct 
and construe knowledge in discourses (Geisler 1994). Hence in HE, the ideal is to 
recognise that all lecturers are both teachers of writing (literacy teachers) and “domain 
content” teachers (Jacobs 2007a). It seems logical then that this dual role should apply 
to secondary school teachers as well. Moreover, if writing development is so difficult 
and time-consuming, good and sufficient writing practice (cognitively-challenging 
academic writing) needs to start at least at the senior secondary school stage and be 
supported by all teachers and the curriculum itself. Hence, an examination of the 
quantity, quality and variety of writing in senior schools (and within the ambit of the new 
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curriculum) is needed to establish whether sufficient writing practice is offered to 
learners.  
 
This study focuses more on the genre of argumentative or cognitively-challenging 
academic essay writing which relies on obtaining and transforming knowledge further 
(Bereiter & Scardamalia1985, 1987, 1989 in Hinkel 2004:6). Knowledge transforming is 
a cognitively more complex form of writing than knowledge telling, as it necessitates 
thinking about an issue, obtaining information needed for analysis and modifying 
thinking. This type of writing leads writers to expand their knowledge base and develop 
new knowledge by processing new information obtained for the purpose of producing 
written discourse. Academic writing also involves a variety of literacy practices to derive 
information from reading to integrating that with what is already available to become 
“obtained knowledge” (Hinkel 2004:12). 
 
The critical factors for influencing and developing successful academic literacies and 
writing practices in HE that have been discussed are, to a great extent, endorsed by 
LO3, Writing and Presenting, of the NCS, English Home and First Additional Language, 
grades 10 – 12 (General). However, of equal significance would be how teachers‟ 
perceptions and application of LO3 and its assessment standards implicate academic-
writing practices in the classroom. Therefore, it is necessary to explore the perceptions 
that language teachers in secondary schools have of their writing practices. For 
example, are they able to or do they engage in collaborative efforts with content subject 
teachers in order to develop the learners‟ necessary academic literacies in different 
disciplines through different genres (text types). For Jacobs (2007b) and Quinn (2007), 
such collaborative approaches would be the foundation for sustained academic writing 
success in HE. Finally, the study also explores what the texts written by the selected 
learner data samples reveal about teacher academic-writing practices. 
 
Research has revealed that if writers have too little practice with complex processing 
activities and text-responsible prose, their writing will often not match up well with 
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writing demands students must address in courses across university curricula or 
professionally (Grabe 2001:44, Hinkel 2004). In addition, feedback in the writing 
process has been identified as "an essential component of virtually every attempt to 
construct a model of the writing process" (Gaskill1987 in Hall 1990:43) as it creates the 
motive in writers to do something differently in their next draft (Sommers 1982; Urzua 
1987:282). 
 
2.6.1 Feedback practices 
Because writing is such a difficult, uneven and time-consuming process (Parks & 
Maguire 1999:148), research shows that it is through practice rather than merely being 
told how to write effectively that the writer will develop. L2 experts, therefore, argue that 
L2 writers fundamentally need the same types of instruction as L1 students, except 
“more of everything” (Raimes 1985:250, Spack 1988, Zamel 1987, Silva 1993:670) in 
terms of procedures, heuristics, content, practice and feedback than L1 students. 
Hodges (1997:78) in her research on responding to students‟ drafts also reinforces the 
notion that teaching about writing in a decontextualised way is not as helpful as 
developing students‟ writing within the mainstream courses and asserts that: 
The margins of students‟ written work are the ideal site for teacher-student 
conversations … we can do some of our most successful teaching in the margins 
and end spaces of students‟ written work, perhaps more than we can in any other 
site. 
 
Writing pedagogy research, therefore, has found that the effective application of 
feedback in the writing process positively influences both writer attitude to writing and 
writing performance (Zamel 1982, Krashen 1984, Pratt 1990, Hyland 1990, Keh 1990, 
Berger 1991 in Ferris 1995, Conrad & Goldstein 1999 in Ferris 2003, Ferris 2003, Ferris 
2005, Harran 1999, 2006). Ferris (2003:20) also argues for feedback‟s “continued role 
in the composition classroom” and Quinn (2007:2) promotes a drafting-responding 
process, arguing that students are more interested in comments or formative feedback 
given to them on a first draft “rather than comments on a final draft” as this allows them 
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to redraft their written work before the final (summative) assessment. For Quinn 
(2007:3), formative assessment should develop, help and support the learners‟ writing:  
 
... to clarify their understandings of concepts, to learn how knowledge is 
constructed and to express it as clearly and coherently as possible and in a way 
which is appropriate for a specific discipline . 
 
 
Therefore, feedback is intended to assist the students in revising their work as opposed 
to simply editing it (Hall 1990, Zamel 1982, Krashen 1984, Pratt 1990, Hyland 1990, 
Keh 1990, Berger 1991 in Ferris 1995, Conrad & Goldstein 1999 in Ferris 2003, Ferris 
2003, Ferris 2005:224). Editing refers to addressing grammar, spelling and punctuation 
mistakes, whereas, revision highlights the importance of learners being made to focus 
firstly on higher-order concerns where they need to make their meanings explicit before 
they concern themselves with editing their work. In addition, research has shown that 
the trend is away from error-free writing to “substantive writing with errors” (Leki 
1991:10). Ferris (2003:30) has also concluded that students who receive content-based 
or meaning-related feedback in contrast to error correction appear to improve the 
content of their texts from one draft to the next and over time.  
 
However, the respondent must not be seen as colonising the student‟s work or taking it 
over. Instead, feedback is a collaboration which respects the efforts of the individual 
student and the directions he/she wants to take. This is facilitated as the respondent 
“enters into a dialogue, has a conversation, in writing, with the writer of the essay” 
(Quinn 1999:6).Therefore, respondents need to focus on feedback that encourages 
dialogue and helps build students‟ understanding and production of the social 
languages, genres and discourses they use as they engage in processes of writing.  
 
In feedback studies, there have been various experimental and quantitative studies that 
have attempted to measure writing development. For example, Dessner‟s study (1991 
in Ferris 1997:317) found that two-thirds of teachers‟ commentary which provided 
advice and suggestions appeared to lead to substantive revisions. However, few 
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researchers have assessed whether feedback actually helps students improve or 
negotiate their writing (Ferris 2003:37). Section 2.6.2 looks specifically at formative 
assessment and the critical influence of formative feedback on successful academic-
writing practices. 
  
2.6.2 Formative assessment: feedback and drafting 
The extensive research of Black and Wiliam (1998 in Niven 2009:279) investigates the 
effects of formative assessment as a critical factor for successful academic writing. 
Their study reveals that “the practice of strengthening formative assessment does 
indeed offer substantial learning gains in a wide variety of learning contexts, from 
primary to tertiary levels, across many countries and disciplines and for both high and 
low achievers”. However, Niven‟s (2009:278) recent research questions the self-evident 
good of formative feedback from lecturers and teachers which involves stages in the 
drafting and re-drafting of assignments: 
 
It seemed written formative feedback on the students‟ texts was not as useable 
as the lecturers had imagined and in some cases it even alienated them. 
 
Therefore, feedback practices are often problematic and “not useful” as comments are 
often described as “inconsistent, arbitrary, and often contradictory” (Zamel 1985, 
Raimes 1991:419), “vague and abstract”, “difficult to interpret” (Sommers 1982, Zamel 
1985, Leki 1991) and require students to “crack codes” to understand how their writing 
should proceed (Ballard & Clanchy 1988). Therefore, feedback should be the “right 
kind” (Murray & Johanson 1990:98) and provide insights and information upon which 
students can act to reshape and restructure their meaning. If feedback “fails to connect” 
(Hounsell 1987:117), it is often ignored or treated as insignificant as students may be 
aware that something is wrong, but if they are not given strategies for correction (Zamel 
1985:89), revision will be limited. Finally, if feedback is product-orientated rather than 
process-orientated, students will also respond to it as an “assessment activity” 
(Hounsell 1987:117) rather than a composing process to revise and improve their 
writing. Paxton (1995:189) also points out that “advice about writing in progress” rather 
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than as final products is “more valuable” as it helps students to see their writing as an 
ongoing process. 
 
These findings are supported by Ferris who questions whether feedback "actually helps 
the students' writing improve" (1995:34) and Hillocks investigating teacher response 
concludes that "teacher comment has little impact on student writing" (1986:165 in 
Ferris1995:34). However, Ferris (2003:30) concludes in her later research that students 
who receive content-based or meaning-related feedback in contrast to error correction 
appear to improve the content of their texts from one draft to the next and over time. 
 
a) Teacher feedback practices 
Although formative feedback is considered a “fundamental element” (Keh 1990:294) in 
the writing process, feedback research is still regarded as a “fairly new area of enquiry 
that has not received much attention and has not been examined with any depth” (Silva 
& Matsuda 2001:76). However, a response on a student‟s paper is potentially one of the 
most influential texts in the writing class (Raimes 1988 in Raimes 1991:418) as 
feedback enables writers to view their work through the eyes of their audience as they 
are directed “to reconsider, elaborate or extend their drafts” (Zamel 1987:710). On the 
other hand, if teachers view their responses as the end of the interaction, then students 
will also stop there as well. 
 
Feedback practices should improve the quality of teacher feedback responses by giving 
students control over the feedback they receive (Charles 1990:287) by: 
o asking for information 
o showing appreciation for what students say 
o using acceptance and approval words  
o telling students that their ideas are not strange 
o interacting or dialoguing with students 
Research also identifies asking-questions as a feedback format that encourages 
dialogue and student revision (Keh 1990:287). For example, Ferris‟s study (1997:325) 
found that questions and requests for information either as questions or statements 
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were usually taken seriously by writers regardless of syntactic form. Ferris‟s (1997:325) 
study also found that questions asking students to provide more information appeared 
to result in fairly substantive changes in response to requests for information. However, 
these interaction practices require greater clarification and articulation to ensure that the 
dialogue created not only encourages students to critique and explore discourses but 
that teachers are encouraged to incorporate dialogic feedback practices to make their 
disciplinary genres and discourses explicit (Hyland 1992:16). Therefore, dialogue 
should be more than written conversations to create new meanings but should 
encourage critical discussion to expose different perspectives or discourses so that 
implicit discourses and genres are made explicit to the writer (Knott, Harran & Weir 
2009 forthcoming).  
 
Secondly, Lees supports the giving of specific instructions “on what to do next” in 
feedback as then there is a chance for the “application of principles” (1979:265 in 
Raimes 1991:419). Dessner‟s study (1991 in Ferris 1997:317) also found that two-thirds 
of teachers‟ commentary which provided advice and suggestions appeared to lead to 
substantive revisions. Therefore, in the study, respondents attempted to avoid writing 
ineffective or vague comments by ensuring that feedback led to effective revision of the 
drafts. 
 
Finally, interactive non-directive feedback practices encourage dialogue and build up 
student confidence during the writing process. For Keh (1990:294-303), interactive non-
directive feedback practices are based on counselling techniques to build self-esteem, 
reassure and give students confidence to write by responding as a concerned reader, a 
person and not a grade-giver. If feedback is constantly negative, students may regard 
writing as a chore and put little effort into their writing (Hounsell 1987). In addition, 
research survey findings have also demonstrated repeatedly that student writers often 
resent it when teachers try to impose what they want to say on student texts (Ferris 
2003) by colonising or taking over the student‟s work. 
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b) Peer feedback practices 
 Niven‟s study is enlightening in that it promotes the potential of peer assessment as “an 
alternative or complementary means of making formative feedback more accessible” 
(2009:278). Peer feedback also enhances the learners‟ communicative power by 
encouraging them to express and negotiate their ideas and to develop a sense of 
audience (Mendonca & Johnson 1994:766) while also giving opportunities for critical 
reflection (Bell 1991:65 in Ferris 2003:70). However, some research has shown that 
teacher feedback has had a greater impact on revision than peer response (Ferris 
2003:29). The most prominent peer feedback complaints are that students do not know 
what to look for in their peers‟ writing and do not give specific, helpful feedback, that 
they are either too harsh or too complimentary in their comments and that peer 
feedback activities take up too much class time (Ferris 2003:70).  
 
This does not mean that Niven (2009) does not acknowledge that there are challenges 
associated with peer feedback. Indeed she lists the possible drawbacks of peer 
assessment as being the tendency for students to be more concerned with surface 
errors instead of cognitive revisions; the possibility of a lack of trust in the peer‟s ability 
and the inevitable misleading advice that can be given by a peer assessment (Hyland 
2006 in Niven 2009). But Niven argues that whilst lecturers or teachers may offer 
technically more sound advice, “there may be other gains such as more investment and 
independence on the part of the student writers” (2009:281) because they can “safely 
venture into new identities” with the less threatening relationships of peer feedback. 
Niven asserts that “[F]ormative feedback may be more usable if novice writers are 
trained to peer-apprentice each other, thereby becoming more „self-regulated‟ in the 
process” (2009:278). Peer-evaluators need to develop an awareness of three 
components: 
o desired goals or assessment criteria of the written task 
o present state of achievement or knowledge (Levels of Success), and 
o Advice for Improvement which is showing them how to close the gap between 
their current levels of knowledge or accomplishment and the desired levels or 
outcomes (Niven 2009:282)  
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 Furthermore, Niven (2009:286) argues that lecturers may also need their idea of the 
self-evident value of formative feedback to be reframed. Their methods should 
incorporate peer-feedback where students have to be trained to develop a meta-
awareness of HE assessment frameworks. They also need to be taught the language of 
collaboration in order to give formative advice that shows respect for the writer and the 
reader. Finally, Niven does not reject the value of teacher or lecturer written formative 
feedback, but she does claim that for it to be effective “it needs scaffolded mediation 
within the particular socio-cultural environment in which it is offered” (2009:278). This 
study supports the notion that peer formative assessment, with proper training, is an 
essential complement to teacher or lecturer formative feedback rather than an 
alternative to it.  
   
c) HE feedback practices  
However, these feedback practices can only benefit HE if learners‟ school-based 
understandings of formative assessment are reframed so that they can make sense of 
the writing processes in their new HE academic context (Niven  2009:278). Niven 
(2009) found that first-year HE students bring school-based learning frames about 
assessment into HE that may be in conflict with the styles of feedback practice in HE 
which are designed to encourage revision and improvement of academic writing. In fact, 
most students have had “poor or very little prior experience” (Niven 2009:280) of 
formative assessment. As formative feedback for revision is seldom used at schools, 
students entering HE are mostly familiar with summative assessments which give the 
final mark and teachers‟ comments at the end of the writing process. However, the NCS 
does provide for formative assessment and this study explores whether this feedback 
practice is encouraged and developed by teachers in senior secondary schools. 
 
d) NCS feedback practices 
Once again, the NCS in its assessment standards for LO3 Writing and Presenting 
seems to endorse peer/teacher formative feedback assessment (or at least makes 
allowances for it) by stating that “the learner is able to: reflect on, analyse, and evaluate 
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own work, considering the opinion of others, and present final product” (Department 
of Education, Languages, English Home Language 2003:35). The NCS also devotes a 
chapter to assessment and it gives special attention to formative assessment explaining 
that any feedback given to a learner is “fulfilling a formative purpose” (Department of 
Education, Languages, English Home Language 2003:48), and asserts that:  
 
Formative assessment is a crucial element of teaching and learning. It monitors 
and supports the learning process. All stakeholders use this type of assessment 
to acquire information on the progress of learners. Constructive feedback is a 
vital component of assessment for formative purposes. 
 
Of consequence to successful writing practices is an examination of the NCS grades 10 
– 12 (General), Languages: Home and First Additional Language, which guides 
teaching, learning and assessment practices at schools. 
 
2.7 NCS writing-practices  
In particular, this study focuses on LO3: Writing and Presenting. The NCS was first 
introduced into South African schools to grade 10s in 2006; to the grade 11s in 2007; 
and, finally, to the grade 12s in 2008. The sub-title of the NCS was originally labelled, 
GENERIC HOME LANGUAGE, which is perhaps indicative of a generic skills approach 
which assumes an autonomous standard for writing practices. The word Generic was 
subsequently removed in the 2003 version of the NCS. 
 
However, the discourse used in LO3 is also encouraging in that it takes cognisance of 
the rhetorical processes involved in writing. For instance, the sub-title of LO3 (Writing 
and Presenting) states: 
 
The learner is able to write and present for a wide range of purposes and 
audiences using conventions and formats appropriate to diverse contexts. 
 
It also promotes writing as a process approach by stating in the ASs of LO3: 
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We know this when the learner is able to:  
o Demonstrate planning skills for writing for a specific purpose, audience and 
context 
o Demonstrate the use of advanced writing strategies and techniques for first drafts 
o Reflect on, analyse and evaluate own work, considering the opinion of others, 
and present final product  
(Department of Education, Languages, English Home Language 2003: 31-35) 
 
These extracts from the NCS appear to develop the previous syllabus-based curriculum 
(Nated 550) which emphasised original, creative writing, without much regard for 
rhetorical or socio-cultural context, purpose and the writing process. 
 
The grade 12 learners of 2008 were the first to complete the NCS with its outcomes- 
based teaching, learning and assessment practices, also known as Outcomes Based 
Education (OBE). It remains to be seen whether these students (who progressed to HE 
in 2009) will be better “equipped to cope with the demands of writing at university” 
(Quinn 2007). For Spady (2004:167) the LOs are meant to be demonstrations of:  
... competence that are intended to last long beyond the time they are initially 
learned, practiced, and tested in school. …The evolution of the OBE movement 
directly parallels the realisation that Outcomes of true „significance‟ would „last‟ 
well into a learner‟s adult life.  
 
This suggests a promise of learners being able to retain and transfer their writing 
competencies to HE contexts. However, this presupposes that teachers practice and 
implement the LOs and the ASs as they were intended by the NCS.  
 
OBE was further advanced in the early 1990s with what Spady calls “Role Performer 
Outcomes” which “places the human being, rather than the curriculum, front and centre 
on the education stage” (2004:168). Whilst such outcomes may be worthwhile and 
noble in intent, the challenges accompanying the implementation of a new curriculum 
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are not new and they always plague educational change. Fullan (2001:39) cogently 
frames the problem of educational change: 
The difficulty is that educational change is not a single entity even if we keep the 
analysis at the simplest level of an innovation in the classroom. Innovation is 
multidimensional. There are at least three components or dimensions at stake in 
implementing any new program or policy: (1) the possible use of new or revised 
materials …, (2) the possible use of new teaching approaches …, and (3) the 
possible alteration of beliefs …. All three aspects of change are necessary 
because together they represent the means of achieving a particular educational 
goal or set of goals …. The change has to occur in practice along the three 
dimensions in order for it to have a chance of affecting the outcome. 
 
The alignment of these three dimensions of policy change in classroom practice is a 
challenge for the most prosperous and stable countries. South Africa with its history of 
under-resourced schools both in terms of qualified teachers and material resources 
faces a daunting task. Nevertheless, if educational reform is going to be meaningful and 
centred on the learners involved, this study hopes to highlight the extent to which the 
writing outcome (LO3) can or is being achieved, particularly in the preparation and 
support of students‟ academic writing practices for HE and, generally for real life outside 
of the school gates. 
 
Although both positive and negative factors influence effective academic-writing 
teaching practices, critical factors for successful academic writing need to be identified. 
  
2.8 Critical factors for successful academic writing 
Grabe‟s (2001) description of the concept of the writing construct provides significant 
guidelines for factors which influence successful writing-teaching practices. In basic 
terms, for Grabe (2001:41), the writing goal is: 
…  to describe what writing is; how it is carried out as a set of mental processes; 
how it varies (both cognitively and functionally) across tasks, settings, groups, 
cultures, and so forth; how it is learned (and why it is not learned); and how it 
leads to individual differences in performance.  
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Although Grabe (2001) acknowledges that the tasks, processes and contexts 
(performance conditions) are far more complex than the basic goals of writing 
described, these basic concepts are necessary for building a theory of writing. Grabe 
makes the point that “to understand what writing is, in effect, requires that we 
understand first what good writing is and describe that as well as possible” (2001:42).  
 
Hyland (2002:59) broadly identifies three conceptions of writing in which students can 
be taught to be expert writers, namely, traditional, cognitivist and social. The traditional 
conception reflects the concept of autonomous texts discussed in section 2.2.1 that 
suggests that the meanings of texts can exist independently of context and a text can 
mean the same thing for anyone who reads it with the proper retrieval skills. The writer‟s 
expertise is demonstrated by adhering to formal prescriptions of grammar, structure, 
punctuation and other surface features of language.  
 
The cognitive tradition discussed in section 2.4 emphasised making the composing 
processes used by expert writers more explicit and, therefore, repeatable by novice 
writers. Modelling of expert processes plays an important role in this conception. A 
criticism of this model is the assumption of general expertise (without stipulating any 
general criteria), which can be transferred to different situations, irrespective of their 
contexts, and ignores the social dimension of human activity.  
 
Faigley (1986:535 in Hyland 2002:60), however, views expert writing from a social 
perspective: 
… a major shortcoming in studies that contrast expert and novice writers lies not 
so much in the artificiality of the experimental situation, but in the assumption that 
expertise can be defined outside a specific community of writers. Since individual 
expertise varies across communities, there can be no one definition of an expert 
writer. 
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A social conception of writing expertise, as with academic literacy, recognises that 
writing is embedded in the historical, social, cultural and economic contexts of its 
specific discourse communities. However, Candlin (1999 in Hyland 2002:60) recognises 
writing competence as a marker of expert behaviour that has quite a few macro-
features, including “the ability to tailor both information and interpersonal aspects of 
messages to recipient needs and knowledge”. It also includes micro-discursive acts 
such as “negotiating, formulating and mediating” (Candlin in Hyland 2002:60). There 
are, therefore, some strategies or generic skills, as well as general and local knowledge, 
which are transferable as writing expertise. But domain-specific knowledge of the target 
communities is critical for successful academic writing. While the writer may have the 
generic skills, he/she has to become more familiar with the genres and conventions of 
the target community in order to establish writing expertise as a member of a discourse 
community. 
 
2.9 Conclusion 
 In this chapter, the relevant literature examining critical factors for influencing and 
developing successful academic-literacy practices were discussed. These were then 
related to dominant academic-writing practices in senior secondary school, and the 
impact of these practices on HE academic literacy standards and requirements. In 
chapter three, the research methodology used to investigate the writing practices 
promoted by LO3 of the NCS, English Home and First Additional Language, grades 10 
– 12 (General); as well as teachers‟ perceptions and application of LO3 and its 
implications for academic writing practices in the classroom are discussed. Chapter 
three also outlines the data-selection practices, the lesson observation notes, the 
teacher-participant interview transcriptions to identify and describe dominant teacher 
academic-writing and feedback practices as well as selected learner text samples. 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 Introduction 
Babbie and Mouton (2005) draw a clear distinction between research design and 
research methodology. Research design is seen as the broad framework or plan 
encompassing the research process “in order to solve the research problem”. The 
research methodology, on the other hand, refers to “the methods, techniques, and 
procedures that are employed in the process of implementing the research design or 
research plan” (2005:xxvi). 
 
This study adopts a qualitative ethnographic research design to describe how writing is 
constituted as a practice of the NCS in selected local Eastern Cape senior secondary 
school contexts. Ethnographic studies are particularly suited to accomplish such 
detailed or thick descriptions of writing contexts as its highly-situated, minutely-detailed 
research characterises the particular. In addition, it undertakes to give an insider 
description of individuals‟ cultural and teaching practices. Although ethnographic 
research is often criticised as being a contested concept, “essentially it focuses on a 
holistic explanation of writers‟ behaviour and draws on the conceptual frameworks of 
insiders themselves, avoiding any a priori interpretations” (Watson-Gegeo 1988 in 
Hyland 2002:31).  
 
From this perspective, writing practices are seen as social acts that occur in particular 
contexts. Hence they are impacted on by the teachers‟ and writers‟ personal and social 
experiences and the cultural and institutional contexts in which they are situated. To 
provide a more complete account of school-writing practices, this research design 
includes detailed observations of classroom teaching practices and acts of writing, 
teacher interviews and samples of learners‟ writing. The use of multiple perspectives is 
based on the premise that the collection of a variety of different data sources will give a 
more valid description of the complexity of social realities in the school than any single 
collection of data. Therefore, the study involves observing and collecting data from 
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numerous sources in their natural settings without interfering with the writing contexts. 
Bernard (1988 in Johnson 1990:19) also supports multi-method approaches as well as 
triangulation to improve the chances for replication, so that qualitative research can 
leave “its mark conceptually and theoretically on the social sciences” (Bogdan 1972 in 
Berg 2001:2).    
 
3.2 Critical ethnography focus 
As this study involves qualitative social research, it inevitably wrestles with notions of 
the concept of truth, the nature of knowledge and the nature of reality. More formally 
stated, it is underpinned by ontological and epistemological assumptions. Epistemology 
is particularly relevant for qualitative research as it refers to assumptions about 
knowledge and how it may be validly obtained. This is what Carspecken (1996) broadly 
terms critical qualitative research methodology and more specifically, critical 
ethnography. Critical ethnography is considered a particular form of qualitative research 
and although criticalists have not shared a methodological theory, they all share a 
concern for social inequalities (Carspecken 1996:3). In common, however, they have 
questioned and exposed the shortfalls of traditional ideas about knowledge and reality 
(1996:6).  
 
Carspecken also points out that critical methodology, which is based on critical 
epistemology, has to take into account that “for all kinds of truth claims it is the consent 
given by a group of people, potentially universal in membership, that validates the claim 
…Unequal power distorts truth claims” (1996:21). Furthermore, Carspecken (1996) 
refers to a social site of study (like senior secondary schools) as a social ontology. 
These sites in the research design carry assumptions about social reality and human 
experience which should be based on social theories and not taken for granted. In other 
words, critical qualitative research demands that researchers are more explicit about 
their social ontology (Carspecken 1996:24-26) and, in support of this, Carspecken 
(1996:27) concludes:  
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In sociological and educational research, critical qualitative researchers have 
been by far the best at explaining their social ontologies. In fact, good critical 
research results in refined ontological models. Part of the research findings are 
improved concepts of social structure, power, culture, subjectivity, and other 
matters begged at the start by every research project. 
 
3.3 Critical methodology  
The selection of methods and their application depends on the aims and objectives of a 
study, the nature of the data and research problem being investigated, and the 
underlying theory and expectations of the social researcher. Hence the methodological 
paradigm (which is qualitative in this study) influences the actual methods and 
techniques used, as well as the underlying principles and assumptions related to their 
use (Babbie & Mouton 2005:xxv).  
 
Although this study makes use of ethnography (which is now recognised as a primary 
research method), its theoretical basis is critical ethnography which foregrounds 
questions of legitimacy, power, values in society, domination and suppression. Critical 
ethnography does not imply a particular approach or a method of research to provide 
the principles by which to design a research project, develop field techniques and 
interpret data (Carspecken 1996:3). Rather the critical research puts greater emphasis 
on being rigorous than adhering to methodological procedure (Cummings 1994:693). 
Carspecken (1996:40) also states that actual qualitative methods are not “threatened by 
critical methodology” but are rather concerned with the extent to which to which 
research is answerable to larger moral and political questions. Berg (2001:134) also 
points out that regardless of terminological preferences, ethnography places 
researchers in the midst of whatever it is they study so that they can examine various 
phenomena as perceived by the participants and represent these observations as 
accounts.   
 
As the study‟s theoretical framework is critical, it locates participants in contexts of 
power and interests and exposes learners who are not mother-tongue speakers of 
English who may be disadvantaged by decontextualised methods of teaching which are 
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often based on autonomous model writing approaches. In addition, it exposes schooling 
systems which may historically favour learners who are “insiders” (Gee 1996) of 
Western discourses and cultures of learning.  
 
The study also uses Anderson‟s (1990:7) categorisation of a descriptive survey, as it is 
her contention that many contemporary educational issues are not properly 
comprehended because they have not been described sufficiently. Therefore, although 
this research adopts a critical theory framework, descriptive survey is used to provide 
detailed or thick description of senior secondary school writing contexts. Leedy 
(1989:89) also identifies the descriptive survey method as being suitable for data 
obtained from observations which can either be obtained directly from natural settings 
or indirectly from interviews. As critical ethnography is concerned with multiple 
perspectives, this is achieved through the observation of classroom teaching and 
academic-writing practices, teacher interviews, samples of learners‟ academic writing as 
well as teacher responses and comments on interviews. The study also includes an 
analysis of the perceptions that teachers bring to the implementation of the NCS and 
their academic-writing teaching practices in the classroom, as well as examining learner 
writing samples.  
 
3.4 Data sample 
Determining an adequate sample size in qualitative research is ultimately a matter of 
judgement and experience in evaluating the quality of the information collected against 
the uses to which it will be put, the particular research method, purposeful sampling 
strategy employed, and the research product intended (Sandelowski 1995). In addition, 
in purposeful or purposive (Cohen, Manion & Morrison 2006) sampling, the researcher 
handpicks the cases to be included in the study on the basis of his/her judgment of their 
typicality. In this way, a sample is built up that is satisfactory to the study's specific 
needs.  
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The study‟s teacher sample was selected from former Model C and Northern areas 
schools in Port Elizabeth as these particular “communities of practice” (Lave & Wenger 
1991) represent different socio-economic backgrounds. The former Model C is 
historically privileged, well-resourced, provides a variety of extra-mural activities and its 
school fees are usually more expensive. The Northern areas school, on the other hand, 
usually has students from the historically poorer and less-privileged echelons of society. 
However, the teachers are all from the Eastern Cape Department of Education senior 
secondary schools working with the same NCS curriculum. A black township school 
was not selected as only English First Additional Language is usually offered at these 
schools. Hence because these schools do not offer English Home Language, they did 
not fit the study‟s selected community of practice. 
 
Although the principals and/or Heads of English Departments at the schools identified 
the possible teacher participants, their inclusion in the study depended on their agreeing 
to be part of the research; being willing to be interviewed and observed in the classroom 
as well as discuss how they implemented writing practices. The teachers also had to be 
willing to allow samples of their learners‟ academic essay writing to be analysed. The 
final convenient purposeful sample included four teachers, one grade 11 and one grade 
12 English Home Language and two grade 11 English First Additional Language 
teachers from a former Model C and a Northern areas school in Port Elizabeth. Each of 
the four classes represented the top academic language groups (Home or First 
Additional) at their schools. Table 3.1 illustrates the demographics of the teacher 
sample as well as the classes that were observed and lesson duration.  
 
Table 3.1Demographics of teacher sample and duration of observation lessons  
Schools Teachers Classes   
Former 
Model C 
Race  
 
Gender Teaching 
experience (yrs) 
Grades Language 
course 
Lesson 
length 
1  White Male 29 11 English First 
Additional 
50 minute 
2 White Female 4 12 English 
Home 
50 minute 
 
Northern  
Areas 
Race  
 
Gender Teaching 
experience (yrs) 
Grades Language 
course 
Lesson 
length 
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3 Coloured Female 25 11 English First 
Additional  
60 minute 
 
4 Indian Female 10 11 English 
Home  
50 minute 
 
 
For the writing sample data selection, the four participating teachers each identified five 
learners who were likely to advance into HE and selected a writing example from each. 
The writing samples (where possible) included essay planning, first drafts and final 
drafts which made up one complete academic essay, which is the writing process and 
principal type of writing that students have to produce in HE (Coffin et al 2003:3). The 
researcher then selected writing samples from each group of five learners that provided 
thick description of the teachers‟ classroom writing practices.  
  
3.5 Data collection 
Although various methods were used to collect data from the selected schools, 
Carspecken (1996:41-42) outlines five stages for critical qualitative research data 
collection: 
o Stage 1: Primary monological data collection 
o Stage 2: Preliminary reconstructive analysis 
o Stage 3: Dialogical data generation 
o Stage 4: Discovering system relations 
o Stage 5: Using systems relations to explain meanings 
 
Carspecken (1996:40), however, suggests that portions of the five-stage scheme can 
be used separately as there is no real research design for critical realism (Kowalczyk, 
Sayer and New 2000:64). Therefore, the study‟s data collection incorporated 
Carspecken‟s (1996:41) stage 1 primary monological data and stage 3 dialogical data 
collection methods. However, in order to extend the study‟s findings, a form of 
Carspecken‟s stage 5 (1996:43) was drawn on to assess the influences of the 
institution, education, language and cultural backgrounds on writing practices. 
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3.5.1 Stage 1:  Primary monological data collection 
The study‟s primary monological data collection included obtaining permission from the 
Department of Education (DoE) (see Appendices I and II); ethics approval from Nelson 
Mandela Metropolitan University; setting up initial interviews via telephone calls and 
emails to schools; and, gaining permission from the school principals, teachers, parents 
and learners to conduct the research. Furthermore, the materials needed to elicit data 
from the participants at the schools needed to be designed to meet the requirements of 
the main research question and the sub-questions. These included planning for the 
initial interview with teachers; guidelines for the observation of lessons; the classroom 
observation schedules; and the interview questions (see Appendices IV, VII, VIII and 
IX). Table 3.2 below lists the primary monological research activities. 
 
Table 3.2 Primary monological research activities 
Primary monological research activities Date 
Letter to DoE for permission to visit schools 14 April 2009 
Letter to former Model C and Northern Areas schools 17 April 2009 
Emails sent to both schools to arrange initial meetings with teachers     28 April 2009 
Confirmation of RTI and ETHICS clearance, Reference no.  H/09/ART/ALS-001 29 May 2009 
 
3.5.2 Stage 2: Dialogical data collection 
The dialogical data collection included initial visits to schools to meet with principals, 
HoDs and teacher participants as well as the classroom observation of the teaching of 
LO3, Writing and Presenting, to provide a richer description of actual teacher practices. 
In addition, the dialogical data collection also included participant interviews to describe 
the teachers‟ perceptions of their teaching practices; how they implemented writing 
practices in adherence to the NCS and their reasons for any variations or similarities to 
the curriculum requirements. Table 3.3 illustrates the dialogical research activities. 
The dialogical activities took place at the school research sites, and included initial 
meetings with participant teachers, classroom observation and teacher interviews.  
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Table 3.3 Dialogical research activities 
Dialogical research activities Date 
Initial meeting at former Model C school with teachers 1 and 2  5 May 2009  
Initial meeting at Northern Areas school with teachers 3 and 4   8 May 2009  
Former Model C: Observation lessons English First Additional + English Home 
Language (HL) 
11-14 May 2009 
Northern Areas: Observation lessons English HL  28 May-4 June 2009  
Former Model C:  Interviews with teachers     5--8 June 2009 
Northern Areas:  Interviews with teachers  4-18 June 2009 
Collection of teachers‟ ethics forms and learners‟ samples 18 June-27 July 2009 
Interview transcription completed and verified by participants  26 July 2009 
Completion of NVivo coding for all four interviews  14 August 2009 
 
a) School meetings 
During the initial interviews at the two schools, an information sheet with research 
requirements, covering letters, and, informed consent forms for each learner, parent 
and teacher was given to each teacher participant. Both teachers (English First 
Additional and English Home language) at each school were present at the initial 
meetings. The requirements and procedures for the study were explained and 
discussed in detail. Teachers were made aware that they needed to accommodate an 
academic writing task and that all lessons related to the writing of the academic essay 
would be observed by the researcher. Furthermore, they were informed that they had to 
each select five learner writing samples, on the basis that these learners were possibly 
going to advance to HE. The writing samples, including any planning sheets, first drafts 
and final drafts, needed to be collected from each selected learner. The teachers would 
be given enough time to assess the five learners writing tasks before the samples were 
collected. It was also brought to the participants‟ attention that the data collection would 
include an interview after lesson observations were completed.  
 
The participant teachers were encouraged to ask questions or request clarification. 
There was some concern expressed by both teachers from the Northern areas school 
who claimed to be “under pressure” with their workloads as they had already completed 
their writing tasks for the term, even though it was only the third week out of ten for term 
two. In contrast to the former Model C school where the teachers seemed quite relaxed 
(see Appendix V), the Northern areas teachers seemed reluctant at first to participate in 
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the study because they felt they had already completed their academic writing for the 
term. They were also unsure of the researcher‟s expectations of their writing practices. 
It took some reassuring before they agreed to all the research requirements (see 
Appendix VI). They were also assured that they could withdraw from the study at any 
time if they so desired and they were reminded that all names of schools, learners and 
teachers would remain anonymous and that confidentiality was guaranteed.  
 
b) Classroom observation 
The classroom observations were intended to include a series of lessons 
(approximately two to three) from each teacher to illustrate their academic-writing 
practices. The writing activities had all to be related to one assignment, similar to an 
academic essay required in HE. Hence, teachers were asked to accommodate the 
request of teaching an academic essay even though they may - or may not - incorporate 
the rhetorical purposes and process writing activities described in LO3 of the NCS 
(Department of Education 2003:32-37). The lesson observations were used to 
determine whether successful writing practices such as planning, researching, note 
making, drafting, reviewing (including teacher responses to first drafts and peer 
reviewing), redrafting and editing took place.  
 
The observation duration depended on sufficient time being spent with each teacher to 
observe a complete sequence of writing activities to produce one academic essay, from 
the time the instructions were given to the completion of the final assessment. The 
process of memoing (note-taking) was used to record the thoughts and reflections of the 
researcher during the observation visits at the schools. In addition, the researcher‟s 
observations were guided by the guidelines for observation and the observation 
schedule (see Appendices VII and VIII) outlining the critical factors for successful writing 
(see sub-question one / chapter one section 1.4 and chapter two section 2.8).  
 
Table 3.4 illustrates the observation schedule, with its lesson dates and times, at each 
of the two school research sites. 
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Table 3.4 Lesson observation schedule and class details 
Former 
Model C 
Lesson dates 
(2009) 
Times Grades  Student Total  
 
Teacher 1 1.11 May 
2. 12 May 
12:25 
13:15 
Top grade 11 
class 
7 
Teacher 2 1. 11 May 
2. 14 May 
3. 15 May 
13:15 
09:20 
13:15 
Top grade 12 
class 
 
28 
 
 
Northern  
Areas 
Lesson dates 
(2009) 
Times Grades Student Total  
 
Teacher 3 1. 4 June 
 
09:00 - 
10:00 
Top grade 11 
class 
32 
 
Teacher 4 1. 28 May 
2. 28 May 
08:00 
09:30 
Top grade 11 
class 
24 
 
  
c) Teacher interviews 
 During the interviews, the participants were required to reflect on their teaching 
practices and possibly to theorise about their teaching practices and circumstances. 
Interviews are a crucial research stage as they give the participants a voice and 
democratise the research. The teachers were interviewed after the lesson observations 
were completed using semi-structured interview questions which were designed to 
focus on the concerns raised in the research sub-questions (see Appendix IX). The 
question probes generally asked What? How? and not Why? questions and were open-
ended to encourage participants to reflect on and describe their own practices and 
influences. Theoretical saturation was obtained by probing the participants‟ responses 
deeply as they reflected on and described their own experiences and various influences 
on their writing practices. It was important that questions were designed so that the 
participants‟ teaching practice perceptions could be understood from their concrete 
experiences and that their unique and holistic perceptions emerged. As anything other 
than a description from the participant‟s point of view is regarded as interpretation, this 
form of questioning also allowed the researcher to access the consciousness of the 
participants and to avoid imposing a priori theoretical frameworks (Van Heerden 
2000:68). 
 
Although interviews are regarded as a major means of data collection, no matter how 
open-ended, they are “a highly guided speech event – researchers most typically 
nominate topics, ask detailed questions, and follow these with other (usually even more 
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detailed) questions, all in the interest of focusing on their research problems” (Atkinson 
2005 :53). However, for all its shortcomings, interviewing seems to be the most effective 
way to bring the “insiders‟ understandings of what it is they do when they read and write 
in their disciplines to the analysis” (Hyland 2005:185). The following is an excerpt from 
the transcription of the interview with Teacher 3 (see Appendix XII:240-241) and 
illustrates the researcher‟s probing of Teacher 3‟s understanding of LO3 practices:  
 
Researcher: With particular reference to LO3: Writing and Presenting:  
a) What do you consider to be the strengths of this outcome?    
a) What do you consider to be the weaknesses of this outcome?  
 
Teacher 3: I don‟t know what to say there. With writing and presenting before you can 
really get there, there‟s so much preparation that has to be done. First of all, the child 
cannot write if he does not have the tools. If he does not have a good vocabulary for 
instance, planning. You‟ve got to go to the roots; you‟ve got to start right from scratch 
and really guide that child. 
Researcher: Do you feel LO3 does that? What are its strengths? 
Teacher 3: Can you just elaborate what do they expect then?  
Researcher: For instance, in writing and presenting they would talk to you about things 
like planning, first drafts and so forth.  
Teacher 3: I believe that should be done. I firmly believe because even in the old 
system, as a learner, I used to plan first. But I feel that the load is being put onto the … 
it‟s fine. If the child hands it in and does the preparation, I think that is something very 
good. Even with oral to, written preparation of the oral before it‟s presented, because 
that gives the learner more confidence. It‟s also evidence that the learner has prepared. I 
see the sense in it.   
Researcher: In LO3? 
Teacher 3: Yes, I see the sense in it in all this planning and preparation before the 
actual writing. It‟s just that it puts more pressure on the teacher. To tell you the honest 
truth, I want my children to do that. I always expected them to do that. I am happy with 
that … the planning and preparation before the actual final product, but again, putting 
another load on the teacher. In other words we should actually have had some assistant 
to help us with that and we should then mark the final product, because to tell you the 
honest truth, there‟s no time. 
       
The interviews were recorded on a digital audio tape and transcribed for the data 
analysis. The average length of an interview was forty-five minutes and all interviews 
were recorded digitally using “a digital voice recorder which allows voice files to be 
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recorded, downloaded onto a computer, played back and emailed as an attachment for 
transcribing ease” (Harran 2006:155). The recorder converts voice recordings into 
digital signals, which are then compressed and recorded to storage media. These 
sound files can also be attached and sent to participants or transcribers via email using 
the dictation software (Harran 2006). For the study, the transcription hard copies were 
taken to the teachers for them to comment on the reliability of the content. 
 
d) Learner samples 
All four teacher participants in the study selected five learners‟ writing samples, 
including any planning, preparation, and rough drafts which the learners may have 
used. The sample also included any teacher or peer feedback comments made on 
rough or final drafts. The learner data sample comprised of five learners for each of the 
teacher participants who selected the samples based on the premise that the learners 
were likely to advance into HE studies. To maintain confidentiality, the learners are 
referred to as learners A to E for each participant teacher. Only Teacher 3 submitted 
four learner data samples instead of five. Table 3.5 illustrates the learners‟ writing 
sample identification codes: 
 
Table 3.5 Learners’ identification codes 
Former Model C No of learners Learner codes 
Teacher 1 5 A, B, C, D, E 
Teacher 2 5 A, B, C, D, E 
Northern Areas   
Teacher 3 4   A, B, C, D 
Teacher 4 5 A, B, C, D, E 
  
3.5.3 Stage 5: Using systems relations to explain meanings 
Carspecken‟s stage 3 focuses on the research site whereas stage 5 concerns the 
complex relationship that exists between the research site and various other sites. 
Therefore, to interpret and extend the study‟s findings, the study also attempts to 
include a form of Carspecken‟s stage 5 (1996:43, 172). This stage seeks to explain and 
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examine findings in the light of macro-social theories (Carspecken 1996:202). As critical 
ethnography moves from describing a situation to questioning it and possibly to 
changing it, it provides a means for examining and explaining the system-level features 
influencing dominant school-writing practices.  
  
3.6 Data analysis   
A final characteristic of descriptive surveys identified by Leedy (1989:142) is the need 
for data to be classified and presented in an ordered manner. Therefore, for the data 
description, thematic coding and discourse analysis was used to categorise the 
qualitative data and to describe the implications and details of these data categories.  
 
Once all the data had been collected and transcribed, it was analysed and coded using 
the NVivo software programme to probe / explore the main research questions. This 
programme allows for the collected data to be grouped into selected codes or nodes as 
they are labelled on the NVivo programme (Harran 2006). On completion of the coding, 
it was possible to retrieve all the data related to a particular thematic code. The NVivo 
node browsing and retrieving function enables the various tree nodes and child nodes 
(Harran 2006:169) to be browsed, retrieved and analysed collectively as grouped 
information to give an understanding of the practice distanced from the data context. 
For instance, the NCS node would group all data from observation notes, interviews and 
learner samples, related to the NCS. As all the data from both schools was stored as 
one research project, it was possible to retrieve any node of information from the coded 
data for all four teachers. 
 
3.6.1 Initial thematic codes 
The following four thematic categories are related to the research sub-questions in 
chapter one of this study (see section 1.4). In terms of the NVivo software, these broad 
categories form tree nodes and the more specific data related to each category is 
classified under the child nodes. Table 3.6 illustrates the initial tree and child node 
classification.  
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Table 3.6: Initial tree and child node classification 
Tree node (linked to research sub-
question) 
Child node 
NCS:  
 
What writing practices are endorsed by LO3 of 
the NCS? 
 
o Guidelines in DoE publications on 
o NCS LO3 and its ASs  
Teachers’ perceptions: 
 
How do teachers‟ perceptions and application 
of LO3 and its ASs implicate academic-writing 
practices in the classroom?  
 
o Training received by teachers for the NCS 
o Aspects of new curriculum and LO3 in particular 
with which teachers feel comfortable / 
uncomfortable  
o Strengths / weaknesses of LO3 
o Teachers perceptions of improvements in LO3 
compared to previous curriculum 
o Changes in learners‟ academic writing with the 
introduction of LO3  
o Autonomous models of literacy and 
autonomous texts 
HE: 
What are the critical factors for developing 
successful academic writing practices in HE? 
 
 
o Autonomous models of literacy and 
autonomous texts  
o Analysing assignment tasks, rubrics 
o Audience and purpose,  context, genre, register 
o Discourse: literacies (reading, writing, 
computer, information) 
o Planning: brainstorming, mind-maps 
o Structuring; paragraphing, coherence and 
cohesion 
o First drafts 
o Appropriate style: register, vocabulary 
o Meaning/content: argument, integration with 
other subjects 
o Referencing: sources; note making; plagiarism; 
voice 
o Reviewing/revising drafts: teacher and peer 
review, feedback  
o Editing and proofreading: grammar, spelling 
and punctuation 
Learner text samples: 
 
What do the texts written by selected learner 
data samples reveal about teacher academic- 
writing practices? 
 
o Autonomous models of literacy and 
autonomous texts  
o Analysing assignment tasks; rubrics 
o Audience and purpose,  context; genre, register 
o Discourse: literacies (reading, writing, 
computer, information) 
o Planning, brainstorming, mind-maps 
o Structuring: paragraphing, coherence and 
cohesion 
o First drafts 
o Appropriate style: register, vocabulary 
o Meaning / content: argument, integration with 
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other subjects 
o Referencing: sources, note making, plagiarism, 
voice 
o Reviewing / revising drafts: teacher and peer 
review, feedback  
o Editing and proofreading: grammar, spelling 
and punctuation 
  
3.7 Participant confidentiality 
To maintain participant confidentiality, no names of participants or schools are 
identifiable in the transcriptions. Instead, the two schools are referred to as the Northern 
Areas school and the former Model C school. The two teachers from each school are 
referred to as the English First Additional Language teacher (L2), or the English Home 
Language teacher (L1). Teacher 1 (L2) and Teacher 2 (L1) are from the former Model C 
school, while Teacher 3 (L2) and Teacher 4 (L1) are from the Northern Areas school. 
   
3.8 Validity  
According to Blaxter, Hughes and Tight (2001:221), validity “has to do with whether your 
methods, approaches and techniques actually relate to, or measure, the issues you 
have been exploring”. To introduce greater validity, Carspecken (1996:164-165) proffers 
several validity checks, for example, consistency checks on interviews that have been 
recorded, interview checks with participants, matching observation with what 
participants say is happening or happened, avoiding leading questions during 
interviews, participant validation, allowing participants to use their own terms to describe 
teaching contexts and to explain these terms. The following is an excerpt from the 
transcription of the interview with Teacher 3 (see Appendix XII:239) and illustrates the 
researcher‟s commitment to avoid using leading questions, and to allow participants to 
use their own terms to describe a teacher-training context. 
 
Researcher: Describe the training that you received to prepare yourself for 
implementation of the new curriculum? You can focus on the teaching of English if you 
wish. 
Teacher 3: I had to … let me tell you, a few years ago, I wasn‟t really exposed to any 
training. And when I started, I was at a high school (mentions name: former Model C) for 
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seven years, and I found it very formidable. When I entered I was appointed on a 
temporary basis at (mentions another former Model C). And I thought to myself, am I in 
the right place? Even after so many years of teaching, I really felt like taking my bag and 
running. But then I thought, I‟ve been in this for so many years. Why do I feel so 
insecure now? I didn‟t have any training. I‟m the type of person if I don‟t understand 
something, I ask and I‟m a nuisance as far as that is concerned. But to tell you the truth, 
a number of years, in the eighties already, there was a renewal in the approach to 
English teaching, especially at second language level. It was preparing the child for life; 
communicative teaching. That‟s when I met Bev. And as far as the language is 
concerned, I feel I‟m still going about teaching as I used to. I sift through things and I 
take out what I feel is good, and I still teach; teach and teach. 
 
Researcher: So any specific preparation or training that you had for the new 
curriculum? Workshops or anything like that? 
 
Teacher 3: You know I went to … not even three workshops … one where I was 
completely lost, because I did not know what was happening there. But I feel that 
working with people like (names two colleagues) that I could ask. I was fortunate at this 
school where I had people who had the know-how; who were informed and I would just 
fall in and question them and ask them if they would assist me. 
 
Researcher: So many aspects of the new curriculum you found your colleagues were 
very helpful in covering that with you? 
 
Teacher 3: They were … and then I also found that the two or three workshops that I did 
attend, I felt so drained because it was packed into one day or two days. And it was like 
trying to get through a whole syllabus with learners in one or two days. And there‟s very 
little that you assimilate. It was just too much. And also at these workshops, people don‟t 
come prepared and ready, as you would teach your child and explain. So you as a 
teacher you almost feel lost. And they depend on us. I sometimes wonder if they are not 
using our ideas and material in some of the things they are doing. We‟ve got to give all 
the ideas and they do the minimum. And we sit there until four, half-past four and at the 
end of the day, you are drained because you‟ve just been in this thing and giving your 
hundred per cent and trying your best. But you have the feeling that … I mean some of 
them have even said there that they not really prepared. 
 
Although the time in the field was not extensive, it spanned about four months from the 
initial site meetings in April 2009 to the collections of final learner samples and ethics 
forms in July 2009. There were also sixteen visits to the research sites. The interviews 
provided thick description as participants were prompted to extend and discuss their 
responses. In addition, as triangulation (feedback from others) and / or participant 
feedback are often suggested as validation methods to ensure that the findings are 
based on critical investigation of all data and not a few well-chosen examples or 
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anecdotalism,  the study also made use of participant validation when interview 
transcripts were returned to the participants for review and comment.  
 
Babbie and Mouton (2005:122) assert that ultimately the researcher cannot conclude 
with certainty whether any research measure can adequately reflect a concept‟s 
meaning. Instead, they claim that social research has to operate on agreements “about 
the terms used and the concepts they represent” although there are criteria to gauge 
success “in making measurements appropriate to these agreements”. The validity of 
this study will, therefore, be examined by referring to some of these criteria and their 
appropriateness according to face validity, criterion-related validity, construct validity, 
and content validity. 
 
Firstly, researchers may disagree about the appropriateness of research measures with 
regard to a particular concept, but it is much easier for them to agree on face validity 
criteria, which does give some indication or measure of the concept in question. For 
instance, validity was sought in this study by the researcher observing teachers and 
learners during academic-writing lessons related to one particular writing task. In 
particular, instructions given to the learners by the teachers, opportunities for planning, 
brainstorming, discussing audience and purpose, writing first drafts, peer reviewing, 
revising and editing are clearly observable criteria, and, therefore, measures of face 
validity. It was possible to observe whether these activities were actually taking place 
and it is highly unlikely that researchers would disagree that these activities are related 
to academic-writing practices. 
 
Secondly, criterion-related validity is based on some external criteria. This study 
ensured this by collecting samples of the learners‟ academic writing, including any 
planning sheets or first drafts. Thirdly, as clear behavioural examples are not always 
evident, as in criterion-related measures, the study considered “how the variable in 
question ought, theoretically, to relate to other variables” (Babbie & Mouton 2005:123). 
This is construct validity which examines the logical relationships among variables. 
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These are in a sense theoretical expectations and such validity was sought in this study 
by exploring the extent to which LO3 Writing and Presenting in the NCS influences 
teachers‟ academic-writing classes and the extent to which they value and adhere to the 
curriculum or deviate from it. For this purpose, the teacher interviews allowed for the in-
depth exploration of teachers‟ perceptions and beliefs. 
 
Finally, content validity covers “the range of meanings included within the concept” 
(Babbie & Mouton 2005: 123). This validity requires the full exploration of meanings 
related to a concept. In this sense, use was made of multiple sources and methods and 
triangulation of these. By using observation, interviews, and samples of learners‟ 
academic writing, validity was not entirely ensured; however, it did contribute to making 
the picture more complete.   
  
3.9 Reliability 
The focus on reliability is more appropriate when dealing with quantitative data where 
researchers using the same methods and procedures, but using different participants, 
will reliably end up with the same or similar results (Leedy 1993:144). In social research, 
however, reliability problems are a concern every time a single observer is the source of 
data because the researcher has no guard against the impact of that observer‟s 
subjectivity (Babbie & Mouton 2005:119). Bryman (1988:77 in Silverman 2005:221), 
therefore, highlights the need for extended transcripts and field notes to enable readers 
to formulate their “own hunches about the perspective of the people who have been 
studied”.   
 
Therefore, as the focus of this study was to obtain qualitative data using critical 
ethnography, the concern was to produce thick description of particular contexts of 
teaching and learning of academic writing, and not to have the data generalised to other 
situations, even though certain aspects will have value for the teaching of academic 
writing in schools and in HE in general. Babbie and Mouton (2005:125) support the 
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limited application of reliability in social research and affirm that issues of reliability can 
be addressed by using a wide and triangulated data base, namely: 
 
The construction of specific, reliable measures often seems to diminish the 
richness of meaning our general concepts have. This problem is inevitable. The 
best solution is to use several different measures, tapping the different aspects of 
the concept.  
 
3.10 Research constraints 
Owing to the highly-situated, minutely-detailed nature of ethnographic research, where 
writing practices are impacted on by the teachers‟ and writers‟ personal and social 
experiences, and, the cultural and institutional contexts in which they are situated, there 
were quite a few research constraints with which the researcher had to contend. Firstly, 
effective descriptive survey requires the careful selection and delimitation of the 
population of the study (Leedy 1989:142).  
 
3.10.1 Population sample 
For the study, the population was delimited in different ways. Data was only gathered 
from three grade 11 teachers (one English Home Language and two English First 
Additional Language) and one grade 12 English Home Language teacher. In addition,   
five writing examples from each of their learners in their natural classroom setting were 
collected. As Denzin and Lincoln (2000: 370 in Silverman 2005: 129) argue: 
 
Many qualitative researchers employ … purposive, and not random, sampling 
methods. They seek out groups, settings and individuals where … the processes 
being studied are most likely to occur.  
 
Although the population was delimited to  grade 11 teachers, grades 10 to 12 are 
grouped together in the NCS. The selection of grade 11s in this research was based on 
two reasons: firstly, these learners would have had some exposure to the new senior 
level of the NCS in grade 10 and; secondly, schools are usually reluctant to allow 
researchers to work with grade 12s as this may negatively impact on the time teachers 
have to prepare them for the final examinations. However, at the former Model C 
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school, the HoD chose a grade 12 English Home Language teacher instead of a grade 
11 one, which was quite acceptable for the research focus and purposes of this study.  
 
3.10.2 Feedback practices  
This study focused on the teaching of academic writing by the four teachers during 
classroom observations. In particular, the teachers‟ written responses to learners‟ 
writing (first drafts and final drafts) were examined as research shows that many 
teachers worldwide still do not use a process approach to writing (Ferris 2003), even 
though learners are more influenced by feedback during the writing process rather than 
at the end of it. The observations and learner writing samples in this study revealed that 
although Teacher 1 gave verbal feedback during the drafting process, the feedback 
focused mostly on surface features like language, spelling and punctuation errors. 
Although Teacher 1 also devoted some time to planning and paragraphing, Teacher 2 
gave no feedback, even on the final draft, other than the final mark with a comment like 
“Excellent!” and “Good!” Teachers 3 and 4 only gave feedback on the final drafts. 
Teachers 3 and 4 intimated that they would have given more feedback if they had 
enough time for feedback comments. However, none of the teachers allowed for any 
oral or written peer-feedback to take place in the classroom.  
 
3.10.3 Participant subjectivity 
Another research concern was that teachers who are not particularly confident of their 
classroom-writing practices may be reluctant to share with the researcher their 
perceptions and written comments made to the learners as this may reveal their (the 
teachers‟) limited understanding and approaches to academic writing. Furthermore, the 
written comments which teachers were prepared to share may not have been typical of 
the comments made to the majority of the learners. An additional limitation of this 
research design is that teachers may have done what they think the researcher wanted 
to see or hear during the classroom observation. 
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3.10.4 Data triangulation 
Finally, although the research was informed by the teachers‟ responses during 
individual interview sessions, qualitative research recognises the importance of 
incorporating multiple points of view in relation to observed phenomena (Duff & Uchida 
1997:452).  Leedy (1989:142) also warns against a negative aspect of survey research 
which is the influence of bias on data collected. For this reason, a triangulation of 
methods involving interviews, observation of teacher practices and samples of learners‟ 
writing were used.  
 
3.10.5 Academic writing task 
Another research constraint was that both schools had already completed the term‟s 
writing assignment tasks for grade 11, even though it was only the third week out of ten 
for term two. Term two extended from the 15 April to 26 June 2009, and the initial 
interviews took place on the 5 and 8 May 2009. At the former Model C school, a grade 
12 class (Teacher 2) was selected as a participant because the grade 11s (English 
Home Language) had completed their writing tasks for the term. However, the grade 11 
English First Additional class (Teacher 1) was prepared to do the writing task. This may 
be because there was only one grade 11 English First Additional class at the school 
with only seven learners in it. This may have made it easier for the teacher to 
accommodate the researcher‟s request for an academic-writing task.  
 
At the Northern areas school the situation was more constrained as both teachers 
appeared very reluctant at first to accommodate the request for an academic-writing 
task (see Appendix VI). The teachers stated that examination paper three (written work) 
for the June exam had already been written in April (even though it was only the 8 May 
and the term ended on the 26 June). They explained that the school used these written 
tasks to get learners to attend school during April when there were many short weeks 
(because of the public holidays) and learners tended to stay away from school. 
Apparently, the early examination of paper three took place at quite a few schools in the 
Northern areas and may indeed have been the case at schools in other areas of Port 
Elizabeth as well. The relegation of academic writing to secure conveniently learners‟ 
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attendance could have serious implications for writing practices at such schools and for 
those learners who advance into HE. In addition, it could be argued that learners need 
to be engaged constantly in cognitively-challenging academic writing throughout the 
school term and not only for a few weeks at the beginning of the term. 
 
3.10.6 Knowledge of NCS LO3  
A concern in this study was also the lack of specific knowledge that all teacher 
participants displayed with regard to LO3 of the NCS and its ASs. They seemed to show 
very little awareness of differences between the old Nated 550 syllabus and the current 
NCS guidelines for writing practices. The teacher participants seemed to be engaging in 
academic-writing teaching practices which were not different in any meaningful sense to 
the way they had taught before the implementation of the NCS. Furthermore, they 
seemed to be unsure about the terminology and jargon used in research on practice 
approaches to academic writing. The following excerpt taken from Teacher 2 illustrates 
these points. 
 
Researcher: With particular reference to LO3: Writing and Presenting:  
b) What do you consider to be the strengths of this outcome?   
c) What do you consider to be the weaknesses of this outcome?  
 
Teacher 2: Well the strengths in terms of the outcome is in that I think it‟s essential for 
children to learn and develop writing skills and spelling skills and communication skills. I 
think it‟s a very important skill for them to have that I think generally students struggle 
with outcome 3 because they don‟t know how to spell properly. They can‟t read fluently. 
SMS language is creeping in so I think the skills they need to have the children actually 
struggle with it because they don‟t have the general skills of spelling and grammar that 
they should have received in junior school and in grade 8, 9 and 10. 
Researcher: Could you perhaps cast your mind to the ASs of LO3; do you find it helpful 
…? 
Teacher 2: I‟ll be very honest I‟ve never really studied the assessment standards. We 
literally …. our head of department tells us exactly what to do, what‟s expected of us. 
Obviously we follow the curriculum from government and I‟ve rubrics for everything so 
we use those. To be very honest I‟ve never really studied the assessment standards 
(laughs) (see Appendix XI:205-206). 
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3.11 Ethical issues  
An application to the NMMU Ethics Committee for approval to conduct the research at 
the selected schools was completed before the schools were approached. Permission 
was also obtained from the Port Elizabeth DoE as well as the principals and governing 
bodies of the schools selected. Finally, the teachers, parents and learners were allowed 
to volunteer for the research and were given written guarantees of confidentiality and 
the rights to withdraw from the study at any time. Letters of background information and 
consent were drafted for all participants (see Appendix XV for examples).  
 
3.12 Conclusion 
Chapter three identified and discussed the study‟s broad critical ethnographic qualitative 
research design and paradigms within which this research was conducted. It also 
outlined critical ethnographic methodology as the theoretical framework for the research 
design, as well as the challenges encountered in the data collection and analysis. 
Furthermore, the chapter describes the validity and reliability checks by documenting 
procedures used as data triangulation. In addition, the chapter highlighted ethical 
concerns within the research and how this governed decisions made and actions taken 
during the research process. A brief description of the data analyses process was also 
provided in this chapter. Chapter four analyses and discusses the study‟s findings. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: ANALYSES AND DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH FINDINGS 
  
4.1 Introduction 
This study is based on the critical theoretical premise that academic writing as a literacy 
practice is always embedded in specific social contexts which define and are defined by 
the recurrent influences within discourse communities (Swales 1990, 1998, Bazerman 
1988, Harran 2006). Although theorists may disagree about the reasons for variances in 
research results of situated writing, they tend to agree, “either implicitly or explicitly, the 
socioculturally mediated nature of text production” (Parks & Maguire 1999:146). The 
shaping of literacy by social contexts is supported by various studies including  Hyland 
(2002), Parks (2002) and Parks and Maguire (1999), who assert that collaborative 
processes shape text production as well as “other less visible, taken-for-granted 
aspects of the social context” (Parks & Maguire 1999:143). However, the implications of 
the culturally-historically embedded academic-writing practices at the micro- and macro-
levels of institutional functioning is a multifaceted process as the “socio-educational 
practices in any culture are a complex convergence of several intertwining factors and 
local realities on the ground are produced, shaped and sustained by particular 
ideologies and historical forces” (Ramanathan 2005:22). Therefore, to determine what 
literacy means to teachers involved in complex academic-writing practices, will 
encompass not only existing observable behaviour, but also the writers‟ values, 
attitudes, feelings, social relationships (Street 1993:12) and meanings, as well as their 
shared thoughts on practices in response to various contexts.  
 
By considering dominant practices in the situated activity of academic writing in two 
senior secondary school discourse communities, this study attempts to describe how 
teaching practices are influenced by the teachers‟ perceptions of literacy. Therefore, the 
study explores literacy understandings by describing what academic literacy and writing 
practices subjectively mean to the four selected teachers by determining the meanings 
they collectively and individually give to dominant literacy and academic-writing teaching 
practices.  The research, therefore, attempts to answer the following questions: 
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 What are the critical factors for developing successful academic writing 
practices in senior secondary schools and in HE?  
 What writing practices are endorsed by LO3, Writing and Presenting, of 
the National Curriculum Statement, English Home and First Additional 
Language, grades 10 – 12 (General)? 
 How do teachers‟ perceptions and application of LO3 and its ASs 
implicate academic-writing practices in the classroom? 
 What do the texts written by selected learner data samples reveal about 
teacher academic-writing practices? (see chapter one, section 1.4 for 
comparison) 
  
Chapter four analyses and discusses the study‟s research findings according to the data 
coding analysis, dominant teaching-practice framework and academic-writing practice 
analyses. The findings are based on the researcher‟s lesson observation notes, teacher 
interview transcriptions, and samples of selected learner academic-writing texts. 
 
4.2 Coding and data analysis  
Data analysis involves making sense of the data in terms of the participants‟ definitions 
of academic-writing practices and situations, noting patterns, themes, categories and 
“regularities” (Sayer 2000:15) as well as negative and discrepant cases. The researcher 
often has to take a wide angle lens to gather the data and then by sifting, sorting, 
reviewing and reflecting on the data, salient issues emerge (Parlett & Hamilton 1976 in 
Cohen, Manion & Morrison 2006:82). The process is like funnelling from wide to narrow 
to formulate the agenda of subsequent discussions or units of analysis.     
 
The creation of units of analysis can be done by ascribing codes to the data which 
define categories and pull together material into some order and structure. Codes are 
initially subjective and may include context codes, participant perspectives, as well as 
writing practices and activity codes. The codes are derived from the data, with the 
researcher going through the data recursively and ascribing codes to each piece of 
datum.  
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To determine practice-based themes or codes, the interview data transcripts and 
observation notes were analysed in a recursive, reflexive and triangulated manner, 
incorporating insights and feedback from the participants, for “thick description” (Geertz 
1973) and validation. This process also enabled the researcher to capture some of the 
complex uniqueness that characterises cultural and social situations from the 
perspective of the participants. NVivo qualitative software then streamlined the interview 
transcripts and observation data analysis process by allowing the coded data to be 
explored and retrieved with ease and speed (Harran 2006:196). Initially free nodes 
(Harran 2006:196) were used to identify “topic-oriented codes” (Seale, Gobo, Gubrium 
& Silverman 2004:480) by coding “general common-sense knowledge or on specific 
local knowledge of the investigated field”. The initial practice-based free nodes codes 
identified included: 
 NCS: training / perceptions of training / implications for writing practices 
 LO3: teacher understandings / perceptions / implications for writing practices  
 ASs: teacher understandings  / perceptions / application of guidelines for writing 
practices  
 Successful academic-writing practices: defining / classroom application  
 Academic-writing practices for HE: defining / classroom application 
 Classroom-writing practices for successful academic writing: application of writing 
practices  
 Learners:  teacher perceptions of students / writing practices  
 Research data collection: teacher perceptions / constraints   
 
The free nodes were then further analysed and tree nodes emerged as recurrent 
themes, patterns and variables (Goetz & Le Compte 1984:180).The tree nodes that 
emerged, therefore, were causal relationships or mechanisms into which the 
participants entered revealing relations or connections associated with dominant writing 
practices. The NVivo node browsing and retrieving function enabled the various tree 
nodes and child nodes to be browsed, retrieved and analysed collectively as grouped 
information to give an understanding of the practice distanced from the data context 
(Harran 2006:196). Viewing the nodes from all the transcripts collectively also revealed 
facets that may not have been visible in the data as a whole. An example of the data-
coding scheme is illustrated in Table 4.1 below showing the tree nodes representing the 
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NCS and feedback practices as grand-theory codes and the children nodes that 
emerged representing the topic-oriented codes. 
 
Table 4.1 Data-coding scheme  
Tree nodes Child nodes 
1. NCS 1.1 training 
 1.2 perceptions of training 
 1.3 classroom-practices application   
2. Feedback practices 2.1  types 
 2.2  timing 
 2.3  benefits 
 2.4  problems 
 2.5  teacher response 
 2.6  learner response 
 
  
4.3 Dominant teaching-practice framework  
 Baynham (1995:53) defines literacy practices as “concrete human activity” which 
involves not just the “objective acts of what people do with literacy, but also what they 
make of what they do, how they construct its value and the ideologies that surround it”. 
For example, Teacher 4 presented a teacher-centred lesson which tended to lead 
learners to the correct answers. She did not allow the learners to discuss their work with 
each other during lesson 1 despite some of the learners  complaining that they were 
struggling to get started as she wanted them to do their “own work” (see Appendix 
XIII:263). Teacher 4 also tended to create the impression that there was a right way to 
do the task. This teacher-centred planning practice reflects and endorses the 
autonomous text approach (Olsen 1977 in Boughey 2002) to academic literacy rather 
than perceiving the writing task as a social act in a specific context. As the autonomous 
approach views literacy as a unitary skill that focuses on the encoding and decoding of 
texts and locates meaning in text, the teacher requires the learner simply to retrieve the 
meaning through appropriate reading skills. The following observation note by the 
researcher provides an example of Teacher 2‟s reading practice (see Appendix XI:199): 
Strongly teacher-centred: took only a few responses from learners but then teacher 
dominated the discourse: gave the “right answer”. (Could this not have been done in a 
more cognitively challenging way? Could she not have allowed for more argument and 
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justification from learners? Example: substantiate your answer with evidence from the 
text and allow for different views). 
 
However, a practice approach requires the theorising of subjectivity so that not only are 
external evidence of behaviours relied on, but also what people think about what they 
do, their values and attitudes (Street 1993:12)  The participants‟ values and attitudes to 
learners, educational systems and teaching approaches were often reflected in their 
responses to various interview probes. For example, Teacher 2 (see Appendix XI:206) 
when asked what she would consider an improvement in LO3 compared to the previous 
curriculum concluded that “it was quite similar” to the way she was taught: 
I don‟t think I can comment on that because I wasn‟t … well I was privately schooled and 
I‟ve never really been involved with the old curriculum.  
Researcher: And if you perhaps compared it with the way that you were taught? 
I don‟t know … I find the way that I was taught is quite similar in the way that we 
teaching at the moment and I don‟t know if I find it similar because I‟ve adopted the 
teaching strategies my previous teachers because I‟m familiar with it, but for me it‟s 
extremely similar. 
 
4.3.1 Deficit learner perceptions 
The participants in their classroom practices often regarded the learners as deficient 
and in need of remedial interventions, found the CASS assessment system constraining 
and tended to be authoritarian in their teaching practices often repeating their schooling 
experiences with an emphasis on error identification. The excerpt below from the 
interview with Teacher 4 reveals her deficit attitude towards her learners‟ writing 
difficulties. 
 
Researcher: With particular reference to LO3: Writing and Presenting:  
d) What do you consider to be the strengths of this outcome?   
e) What do you consider to be the weaknesses of this outcome?  
 
Teacher 4: There‟s a lot of strength in the outcomes, you know, it covers … it‟s quite 
comprehensive. However, I feel the problem lies with the groundwork. That hasn‟t been 
done and therefore I have learners who are totally unable to fulfil most of those learning 
outcomes, because their writing is very basic, elementary. The training they received in 
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primary school is totally inadequate. If you had to compare … I think it has to do with the 
background also and the schools they come from. And I think the teachers in the primary 
schools need to be accountable for what are they exactly doing in the primary schools 
because by the time they get to grade eight we have to unlearn some of the things they 
learnt (see Appendix XIII:271). 
 
Teacher 4 described learners as “inadequate” because “groundwork has not been 
done” in primary school and their “background”. This deficit view locates the problem in 
the learner rather than institutional weaknesses, and this often results in remedial 
approaches to literacy practices and the notion that such learners need to be fixed. It 
also raises the question of accountability as Teacher 4 claims “the teachers in the 
primary schools need to be accountable” for the situation where most of the learners are 
struggling to cope in grade 11. Similarly, in HE, mainstream academic staff tend to 
regard these “inadequate” students as the responsibility of academic support teachers 
(Boughey 2002). 
 
4.3.2 CASS mark constraints  
Another dominant institutional system influence in the senior secondary schools was the 
continuous assessment mark (CASS). CASS is an essential feature of outcomes-based 
assessment (OBA) in the NCS, as well as the external national senior certificate (NSC) 
examination. Teacher 2 in lesson 1 (see Appendix XI:198) constantly reminded the 
class of the importance of their writing assignment which would be part of their CASS 
mark. This placed more emphasis on writing as an assessment product that had to 
meet the CASS standard rather than writing as a recursive process. In addition, when 
dealing with the rhetorical construct of audience, Teacher 2 commented that “the person 
who marks the external exam essay may not have read the play!” This comment, 
however, is not an adequate explanation for learners needing to be explicit in their 
writing and aware of their readers‟ needs and expectations. Instead, classroom-writing 
practices were influenced by rigid exam-orientations, embedding negative bias towards 
the competence of external examiners. 
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4.3.3 Authoritarian classroom approaches 
Teacher 3 in lesson 1 reflected some of her values and attitudes when she often used 
an authoritative tone of voice during the lesson, for example, “When I‟m speaking I don‟t 
want to be interrupted! Do you understand?” (see Appendix XII:234), which appeared to 
intimidate her learners. This practice tended to establish a controlling / power 
relationship between the teacher and the learners which is typical of the Received 
Tradition (Boughey 2002) where schooling experiences resulted in a situation of 
discipline rather than empowerment. Furthermore, when Teacher 3 was questioned 
about the strengths and weaknesses of LO3 of the NCS during the interview (see 
Appendix XII:241), she was more concerned that LO3 was “putting another load on the 
teacher” and constantly referred to the pressures and stresses of implementing the 
writing practices of the NCS in the excerpt below: 
Teacher 3: Yes, I see the sense in it in all this planning and preparation before the 
actual writing. It‟s just that it puts more pressure on the teacher. To tell you the honest 
truth, I want my children to do that. I always expected them to do that. I am happy with 
that … the planning and preparation before the actual final product, but again, putting 
another load on the teacher. In other words we should actually have had some assistant 
to help us with that and we should then mark the final product, because to tell you the 
honest truth, there‟s no time. 
  
Although Teacher 3, in the excerpt, described the “final product” as more important than 
the planning and preparation, she also stated that it put “another load on the teacher”, 
unless the planning and feedback and revision processes of writing, could be left to 
“some assistant”. Again, this perception raises the question of accountability, and, 
reflects the autonomous approach to academic literacy and the construct of writing as 
product or an autonomous text. Although Teacher 3 viewed “all this planning and 
preparation before the actual writing”, as necessary, she described these processes as 
additional burdens “because...., there‟s no time” and they put “another load on the 
teacher”. However, these planning and preparation practices are crucial for HE writing 
success. 
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Teacher 3 again revealed an understanding of academic writing as autonomous objects 
or as textual products (Hyland 2002:6) which should subscribe to fixed universal 
standards and expectations. For example, when asked in the interview if she was 
comfortable with the NCS writing practices, she commented:  
I‟m not uncomfortable with it. But it takes so much time. It‟s very time-consuming and 
you don‟t have that time. When are you really going to get down to getting the final 
product? When there are so many other things you are always pressed for time. (see 
Appendix XII:240) 
 
These examples of teachers‟ classroom practices and perceptions offer a way to “link 
language with what individuals … do both at the level of context of situation and at the 
level of context of culture” (Lillis 2001:34) and demonstrate that although the concept of 
practice is abstract, it “forms a bridge between literacy as a linguistic phenomenon and 
the social context in which it is embedded” (Baynham 1995:54).  
 
4.4   Academic-writing practice codes 
The data-coding scheme combines general theories and an understanding of practices 
as a concept, as well as topic-oriented practices relating to participants‟ meanings and 
responses to various NCS understandings influencing the practice of academic writing 
in the classroom. Although the practices identified are presented as separate causal 
relationships, these elements influence one another and cannot be separated or 
isolated (Harran 2006:197). The topic-oriented code events retain their contextual 
nature and are never totally separated from the context as a whole, and by implication 
from each other.  So, although packaged and presented as separate codes, the codes 
are not experienced separately and often cannot be separated because of “contingent 
necessity” (Sayer 2000:16).   
 
Section 4.4.1 discusses each of the identified coded themes from the interview 
transcripts and observation notes by analysing the retrieved child nodes to describe the 
participants‟ understandings and/or perceptions of the NCS and the influence of LO3 on 
academic-writing practices at the research sites. 
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4.4.1 NCS: writing practices endorsed by LO3 
All teachers in the Eastern Cape were required to attend teacher-training workshops 
conducted by the DoE to prepare for the implementation of the NCS during 2004/2005. 
Besides the general NCS introduction sessions, there were also subject-specific 
workshops. The following sections discuss in more detail NCS teacher training, DoE 
publication guidelines and LO3 of the NCS. 
 
a) NCS teacher training  
When Teacher 3 from the Northern Areas school was questioned about the NCS 
training she had received in preparation for the implementation of the NCS, she began 
by expressing her past insecurities when she started teaching at a former Model C 
school, which she found “very formidable” and “felt like taking my bag and running”. 
Teacher 3 explained that “in the eighties already, there was a renewal in the approach 
to English teaching ... preparing the child for life; communicative teaching” and hence as 
far as language teaching of the NCS was concerned she felt, “I‟m still going about 
teaching as I used to. I sift through things and I take out what I feel is good, and I still 
teach; teach and teach” (see Appendix XII:239). Therefore, Teacher 3 perceived that 
not much had changed with regard to English teaching since the introduction of the 
NCS. This sentiment was echoed by Teacher 1 on English teaching practices, “... if you 
are already in the field, there wasn‟t much in the English that had changed ... perhaps 
just the slant here and there” (see Appendix X:163).However, Teacher 1 felt that the 
English language training in the NCS was “quite thorough ... more than adequate” and 
“was happy with the training” as they had received “handbooks and all sorts of things ... 
guidelines and all that” (see Appendix X:163).   
 
Teacher 3, however, criticised the presenters at the NCS workshops who “don‟t come 
prepared and ready ... and they depend on us ... We‟ve got to give all the ideas and 
they do the minimum ... I mean some of them have even said there that they not really 
prepared” (see Appendix XII:239). Teacher 3‟s perception of the NCS teacher-training 
workshops was also not positive as she described herself as being  “... completely lost 
... I felt so drained ... it was like trying to get through a whole syllabus with learners in 
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one or two days ... It was just too much”. These comments are also echoed in her 
comments about being constantly under stress and pressure in section 4.2 (Dominant 
teaching-practice framework). Teacher 3‟s responses possibly reflect the persistence 
and resistance of the Received Tradition towards new teaching and learning 
approaches and a concern for discipline “without causing chaos”. 
 
Teacher 4, who was from the same Northern Areas school as Teacher 3, however, 
presented a more positive view of the training (see Appendix XIII:269). She described 
the NCS teacher-training workshops as “very, very nice and enjoyable .... Each group 
had to plan and then teach a lesson to the entire group”. However, she perceived that 
the methods would not work in the classrooms as: 
... every teacher at the end of that session said to work with that in the classroom would be 
impossible. It‟s no way you could actually do that in the classroom without causing chaos. 
So when you do it with grown-ups, when you do it with adults and you do it in a controlled 
situation, it is fine... So we adapt the lessons and we change things to what works in the 
class (see Appendix XIII:269). 
 
b) DoE publication guidelines for the NCS  
The traditional paradigm used in the dominant discourses of teachers on literacy and 
their academic-writing practices highlighted in the transcripts, tend to contradict some of 
the emancipatory ideals of the NCS. For instance, one of the Critical Outcomes of the 
NCS grades 10 – 12 (General) is for learners to be able to “demonstrate an 
understanding of the world as a set of related systems by recognising that problem 
solving contexts do not exist in isolation” (DoE 2003:2). This is supported in the DoE 
guidelines (2003:3) with the promotion of integration “within and across subjects and 
fields of learning” in order to achieve applied competence. This understanding of the 
inter-relatedness of systems, contexts, subjects and fields of knowledge militate against 
the autonomous models of literacy (Street 1984, 1993, 1995) and the resultant 
autonomous text (Olsen 1977 in Boughey 2002) which separate literacies into discrete 
sets of skills. The statement which prefaces the language LOs (DoE 2003:12) states 
that “Although these outcomes are listed separately, they should be integrated when 
taught and assessed”. The applied competence could also suggest the need to adapt 
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literacies like writing to its specific social contexts. These views appear to endorse the 
social view of literacy that writing “varies with context and cannot be distilled down to a 
set of cognitive or technical abilities” (Hyland 2002:54). 
 
Another emancipatory aspect of the NCS is its definition of a subject in an outcomes-
based curriculum as “broadly defined by Learning Outcomes, and not only by its body of 
content” (DoE 2003:7). Furthermore, in the NCS “subject boundaries are blurred as 
knowledge integrates theory, skills and values. Therefore, in the NCS subjects are 
viewed as “dynamic, always responding to new and diverse knowledge”, whereas 
historically, subjects were viewed by some as “static and unchanging, with rigid 
boundaries” and “mainly emphasised Western contributions to knowledge” (DoE 
2003:6-7). This flexibility and blurring of subject boundaries allows schools to contribute 
to an academic-literacies model which promotes an integrated approach between 
subject teachers and language teachers in developing the writing of learners (see 
chapter two / section 2.5.3). 
 
However, in the NCS‟s statement on “the kind of learner that is envisaged”, the DoE 
also asserts that learners emerging from senior secondary schools must “be able to 
transfer skills from familiar to unfamiliar situations” (DoE 2003:5). This understanding, 
potentially, could promote an autonomous view of literacy as a generic, technical set of 
skills which can be transferred from one context to another, instead of the ideological 
model (Street 1984, 1993, 1995) which promotes a notion of multiple literacies which 
differ from one social context to another and from one academic discipline to another. 
However, the NCS also supports the notion of multiple literacies (DoE 2003:9): 
The range of literacies needed for effective participation in society and the workplace 
in the global economy of the twenty-first century has expanded beyond listening, 
speaking, reading, writing and oral traditions to include various forms such as media, 
graphic, information, computer, cultural, and critical literacy.  
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As the NCS is based on the principle of progression with the Subject Statements, it 
describes progression from one grade to another. More specifically, each LO is followed 
by “an explicit statement of what level of performance is expected for the outcome” 
(DoE 2003:3). In addition, the ASs of each LO are designed to challenge the learner to 
an increased level of expected performance per grade.  
 
c) LO3 
An LO is defined in the NCS (DoE 2003:7) as a “statement of an intended result of 
learning and teaching”. It describes knowledge, skills and values that learners should 
acquire by the end of the “Further Education and Training band” (FET). This emphasis 
on results has mechanistic connotations which tend to support the autonomous-product 
view of literacy, rather than the complex processes involved in influencing academic 
writing in specific social, cultural and historical contexts. This autonomous-product 
definition of literacy, when applied to literacy practices like academic writing, fails some 
aspects of Gee‟s (1990:143) multifaceted and complex definition of Discourse as: 
... a socially accepted association among ways of using language, of thinking, 
feeling, believing, valuing, and of acting that can be used to identify oneself as a 
member of a socially meaningful group or „social network‟ or to signal (that one is 
playing) a socially meaningful „role‟. 
 
Furthermore, LO3 defines language as “a tool for thought and communication” (DoE 
2003:9). This mechanistic view, when applied to writing, depicts texts as functioning 
acontextually and has the ideological implication that human ideas can simply be 
transferred from one person to another via language. Consequently, writing is removed 
from the context and the personal experiences of the writer and the reader “because 
meanings can be encoded in texts and be recovered by anyone with the right decoding 
skills” (Hyland 2002:6). Christie (in Boughey 2002) distinguishes between two models of 
language – language as an instrument of communication and language as a resource.  
Christie (Boughey 2002) as a systemic functional linguist argues for a model of 
language as a resource, however, language as an instrument of communication views 
language as a transparent medium or vehicle for transmitting ready-made meanings. 
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This is in contrast to language as a resource which acknowledges that language 
organises and makes sense of experience. By defining language as “a tool for thought 
and communication”, the NCS subscribes to a model of language as an instrument of 
communication where technical accuracy is most important.  
 
However, a closer examination of the discourses which describe LO3 and its ASs reveal 
more consideration for language and writing as a social act. For example, when 
describing the objectives of the Critical and Developmental Outcomes for language, the 
NCS once again states, “use language as a tool for critical and creative thinking” DoE 
2003:10). However, it also states that this “objective recognises that knowledge is 
socially constructed through the interaction between language and thinking”. This 
latter statement, which would support literacy as a social construct, appears to 
contradict the former claim of language as an instrument or tool for critical or creative 
thinking.  
 
Another NCS objective which supports the view of literacy as situated in a socio-cultural 
context claims that “learners will recognise and be able to challenge the perspectives, 
values and power relations that are embedded in texts” (DoE 2003:10). This has 
implications for academic-writing teaching practices as it refutes the view of 
autonomous textual products and potentially allows for literacy teaching which examines 
the power relations that exist in a specific text and its contexts. These rhetorical 
dimensions of texts are further supported in the objective “to use language appropriately 
in real-life contexts, taking into account audience, purpose and context” (DoE 2003:10).  
 
Finally, the explicit statement following LO3, Writing and Presenting, states that “the 
learner is able to write and present for a wide range of purposes and audiences using 
conventions and formats appropriate to diverse contexts” (DoE 2003:30). Once again, 
the discourse reflects recognition of the rhetorical dimensions of literacy and knowledge 
(Geisler 1994), even though it is limited by the view of writing/language as a tool for 
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conveying meaning. However, further explanation of this explicit description of LO3 is 
elaborated as follows: 
Writing is a powerful instrument of communication that allows learners to 
construct and communicate thoughts and ideas coherently. Frequent writing 
practice across a variety of contexts, tasks and subject fields enables learners to 
communicate functionally and creatively. The aim is to produce competent, 
versatile writers who will be able to use their skills to develop appropriate written, 
visual and multi-media texts for a variety of purposes (DoE 2003:13). 
 
While the purpose of creating writers who could “construct and communicate thoughts 
and ideas coherently” and function competently and creatively “across a variety of 
contexts, tasks and subject fields” (DoE 2003:13) is commendable, this elaboration 
does not encompass the complex interaction and familiarity with a new social role 
(Street 1984, 1993, 1995) that is needed by a novice writer who enters a specific 
discourse community. There appears to be a contradiction between the use of language 
“in real life contexts” (DoE 2003:10) and the ability “to use their skills” across a variety of 
contexts and subjects. The latter is a construct of the autonomous model which 
suggests that a set of technical, a-cultural, a-social generic skills can be developed in 
learners which can be transferred from one context to another. 
 
Section 4.4.1 (d) analyses and discusses the ASs of LO3, which reflect the NCS‟s 
principle of conceptual progression, with the ASs becoming progressively more 
challenging from grade 10 to grade 12. In the NCS (DoE 2003:7), the ASs are defined 
as: 
... criteria that collectively describe what a learner should know and be able to 
demonstrate at a specific grade. They embody the knowledge, skills and values 
required to achieve the Learning Outcomes. 
 
d) Assessment standards of LO3  
There are three general ASs in LO3, each with its own, more detailed, sub-section or 
extended descriptions, which apply progressively from grades 10 to 12, with grade 12 
presenting the most challenging conceptual level of descriptions. Therefore, the ASs in 
grade 12 will be used for discussion purposes in this study as they include and expand 
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on the descriptions of grades 10 and 11. In the DoE guidelines (2003:31-35), each 
general AS is prefaced with the statement: “We know this when the learner is able to:” 
followed by the ASs which are numbered in this study for descriptive convenience:  
 
I. demonstrate planning skills for writing for a specific purpose, audience and context 
II. demonstrate the use of advanced writing strategies and techniques for first drafts 
III. reflect on, analyse, and evaluate own work, considering the opinion of others, and 
present final product  
 
Collectively, the ASs in LO3 reflect a process approach to writing, from planning, first 
drafts, feedback to revision and presentation of the final product. They also consider the 
specific rhetorical dimensions of purpose, audience, and context. Therefore, these 
writing practices should be useful to any learners who advance into HE as such 
practices are critical for successful academic writing practices.  
 
The analyses of the three general ASs below and their more detailed sub-sections, 
involve comparing the requirements of the ASs of LO3 with the critical factors for 
successful academic writing in HE, which is an important focus of this study. 
 
i) AS (I): Demonstrate planning skills  
Planning skills are emphasised in AS (I) (DoE 2003:31) and the learner is also required 
to “explain the requirements of advanced tasks”, and, “develop coherent ideas and 
organise these by using techniques such as mind-maps, diagrams, lists of key words 
and flow-charts”. Such a planning focus on the analysis and organising of ideas for the 
task are  critical factors for successful academic writing in HE, as well as AS (I) 
requiring the learner to “identify the target audience and the specific purpose such as 
narrating, entertaining, persuading, arguing, explaining, informing, analysing, describing 
and manipulating” (DoE 2003:31).  
 
This planning requirement is followed by learners having to “identify and explain types 
of text to be produced such as imaginative, informational, creative, transactional and 
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multi-media”. However, there appears to be a lack of emphasis on discursive texts, the 
type used principally in HE (Crème & Lea 2003). Another HE genre requirement is 
reflected in AS (I) requiring the learner to “decide on and apply the appropriate style, 
point of view, and format of texts effectively”. AS (I) is of value to HE academic–writing 
success as learners are required to “independently, research complex topics from a 
wide variety of sources and record findings accurately”. Of similar significance to HE is 
the challenge for learners to “locate, access, select, organise and integrate relevant 
data independently from a wide variety of sources”.  Unfortunately, none of the 
participant teachers implemented these research aspects of AS (I) during this study. 
The transcription notes from the interviews with participant teachers also reveal very 
little awareness of these requirements of the ASs in LO3. For example, Teacher 3 when 
asked about the strengths of LO3 at first replied: “I don‟t know what to say there. With 
writing and presenting before you can really get there, there‟s so much preparation that 
has to be done” (see Appendix XII:240). 
 
ii) AS (II): Demonstrate the use of advanced writing strategies  
AS (II) requires the learner to “demonstrate the use of advanced writing strategies and 
techniques for first drafts” (DoE 2003:33). This inclusion of first drafts in the writing 
process is advantageous for learners advancing into HE, where first drafts are usually 
an essential component of academic-writing practices. The sub-section or extended 
descriptions of AS (II) elaborate on the strategies and techniques for first drafts, so that 
the learner is able to: 
o use main and supporting ideas effectively from the planning process 
o experiment with format and style for creative purposes 
o identify and use a wide range of stylistic and rhetorical devices appropriately 
such as figurative language, word choice, vivid description, personal voice and 
style, tone, symbols, colour, placement and sound 
o use a wide variety of sentence types, and sentences of different lengths and 
structures for effect 
o apply paragraph conventions correctly to ensure coherence by using topic 
sentences, introduction and ending, logical progression of paragraphs, cause 
and effect, comparison and contrast 
o use conjunctions, pronouns and adverbs to ensure cohesion 
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Most of the listed AS (II) requirements ensure a thorough background and preparation 
for learners advancing into HE academic-writing practices, especially, the use of 
structured ideas based on planning; awareness of stylistic and rhetorical devices; use of 
a wide variety of sentence types; and ways in which to develop coherence and 
cohesion. 
 
iii) AS (III): Reflect on, analyse, and evaluate own work 
Lastly, AS (III) requires the learner to reflect on, analyse, and evaluate own work, 
considering the opinion of others, and present final product (DoE 2003:35). Once again, 
reflection, analysis, evaluation and feedback are valuable stages in the writing process 
and such practices would enhance the learners‟ success in HE academic-writing tasks. 
The sub-section or extended descriptions of AS (III) require the learner to: 
o use set criteria for overall evaluation of own and others‟ writing for improvement 
o analyse overall structure for improvement of coherence and cohesion 
o evaluate whether content, style, register and effects are appropriate to purpose, 
audience and context 
o sustain own point of view/perspective and argument confidently and competently 
o refine word choice and sentence and paragraph structure, and eliminate 
ambiguity, verbosity, redundancy, slang, offensive language, unnecessary jargon 
and malapropisms 
o demonstrate sensitivity to human rights, social, cultural, environmental and 
ethical issues such as gender, race, disability, age, status, poverty, lifestyle, 
ethnic origin, religion, globalisation, HIV and AIDS and other diseases 
o prepare a final draft by proofreading and editing 
o present final product paying attention to appropriate style such as a neatly 
presented text or a striking, colourful poster 
 
Again, if these listed requirements of AS (III) are included in the writing practices at 
senior secondary schools, they would enhance the ability of learners to cope with HE 
academic writing as it provides adequately for detailed assessment feedback and 
editing practices. 
 
In addition, the use of set criteria for evaluation of own and others‟ writing for 
improvement promotes including assessment rubrics to align learning outcomes with 
the assessment criteria. If the teacher makes the rubric available to the learners and 
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explains its criteria, it would allow learners to develop a meta-awareness (Niven 
2009:286) of assessment frameworks. In addition, this AS requirement potentially caters 
for the benefits of both teacher and peer feedback practices. Furthermore, the emphasis 
on evaluation of writing for improvement is in keeping with the HE feedback practices in 
HE. Such NCS writing practices would obviate Niven‟s (2009:278) claim that first-year 
students bring school-based learning frames about assessment into HE that may be in 
conflict with the styles of feedback practice in HE which are designed to encourage 
revision and improvement of academic writing.  
 
4.4.2 Teachers’ perceptions of NCS LO3 and ASs 
The participants‟ literacy understandings are explored by describing what NCS literacy 
practices subjectively mean to the four teachers, by determining the meanings they 
collectively and individually give to dominant literacy practices in academic writing as 
well as feedback practices in text production. 
 
a) NCS and LO3: teacher comfort / discomfort  
Although Teacher 1 stated that it was “going to take a bit of getting used to all the 
different rubrics”, possibly reflecting the resistance of the Received Tradition (Boughey 
2002), Teacher 1 appeared to be “quite comfortable” (see Appendix X:163) with the 
NCS and LO3, because:  
... there have not been many changes in language really … just minor little things … Or just 
a way of looking at it differently … I think it‟s going to take a little bit of getting used to all the 
different rubrics … and the marking things because that‟s quite involved. 
 
Similarly, Teacher 2 stated that “I haven‟t really felt that there‟s a huge difference or a 
huge difference in our teaching methods from the old curriculum … and I don‟t feel 
unhappy about anything” (see Appendix XI:205). Therefore, although Teachers 1 and 
2‟s comments revealed that they were quite comfortable with implementing the NCS 
LO3, it is a concern that they described the NCS changes as “not ... many” and “minor 
little things”.  
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On the other hand, Teachers 3 and 4 confided that they were not as comfortable with 
the NCS and LO3, and both stressed about time and pressure factors because of CASS 
demands. Teacher 3 described time pressures in the transcription excerpt below: 
Teacher 3: I‟m not uncomfortable with it. But it takes so much time. It‟s very time-consuming 
and you don‟t have that time. When are you really going to get down to getting the final 
product? When there are so many other things you are always pressed for time. And you 
working every day. It‟s not that you not working and now suddenly you want to do something 
at the end of the term. I just feel that there‟s a lot of pressure on teachers (see Appendix 
XII:240). 
  
Similarly, Teacher 4 described the CASS demands as “far too much for us” in the 
excerpt below (see Appendix XIII:270): 
Teacher 4: I think the CASS component demands far too much with us. If we had to cut 
back a bit on the CASS we would have more time with the learners to maybe spend an extra 
few lessons doing language. Look this is my opinion because we under so much pressure to 
get things from the kids. And I think we have quality … we have quantity (excuse me) but 
not quality. Because we under pressure we have to go to CASS and other files must be 
filled. The kids are under pressure.  We just have to get in our stuff. I would like to spend 
enough time polishing their work, giving them extra time to polish their work. We do not have 
that time. I am guilty of not spending that extra time with them because of the time factor. 
 
The excerpts capture Teachers 3 and 4‟s dominant perception of the NCS and LO3 as a 
product view of literacy, for example, the literacy products which have to be completed 
to fulfil the CASS requirements. These perceptions, however, do not mean that these 
teachers do not have a legitimate grievance about the quantity of work, as the current 
Minister of Education in South Africa, Angie Motshekga (Motshekga 2009), commenting 
on the dismal performance of many learners, has already indicated that teachers and 
learners will have fewer CASS components to deal with in the future: 
...the actual curriculum placed too heavy an administrative burden on teachers which 
undermined their primary task, and resulted in children not acquiring skills they needed. The 
number of learning areas will be reduced, the need for continuous and recorded assessment 
minimised, and emphasis placed on ensuring all pupils had text books and could cope with 
English. 
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b) Perceived LO3 strengths / weaknesses 
An examination of the interview transcriptions revealed that only Teacher 1, and to a 
lesser extent, Teacher 4, seemed to be au fait with LO3 and its ASs. When asked about 
the strengths of LO3, Teacher 1 focused on the guidance offered: 
I think they are quite fine as far as I‟m concerned … I think there are enough … there is at 
least now more sort of guidance given as to what to expect from especially … you know 
your second type of writing, your section B type of writing (the longer transactional writing ) 
and section C type of writing (the shorter transactional writing). And also the guidelines of 
the marking grids and so on. … that‟s a strength in that there‟s more clarity, and there‟s 
more guidance in terms of the marking … how we should mark (see Appendix X:164). 
 
Although Teacher 1‟s response appears to confirm some of the positive aspects of LO3 
identified in section 4.4.1 (c) NCS: Writing practices endorsed by LO3, Teacher 1 also 
perceived of the assessment rubrics as a weakness of LO3 as “I just think if you follow 
the grids very closely … I find they tend to penalise the child a little bit … It‟s not harsh 
but its … the child gets a lower mark than I think I would‟ve given”.  
 
Teacher 2‟s lack of knowledge of LO3 and its ASs detailed in 4.4.1 (c) and (d) when 
questioned on its strengths and weaknesses is highlighted in the excerpt below: 
 
I‟ll be very honest I‟ve never really studied the assessment standards. We literally …. our 
head of department tells us exactly what to do, what‟s expected of us. Obviously we 
follow the curriculum from government and I‟ve rubrics for everything so we use those. 
To be very honest I‟ve never really studied the assessment standards (laughs) (see 
Appendix XI:206). 
 
Furthermore, Teacher 2‟s response to the question of the strengths and weaknesses of 
LO3 in the excerpt below reflects the dominance of the remedial-teaching approach with 
a focus on surface features of language, like spelling skills, and error correction, which 
have limited relevance in LO3 and its ASs: 
Well the strengths in terms of the outcome is in that I think it‟s essential for children to 
learn and develop writing skills and spelling skills and communication skills. I think it‟s a 
very important skill for them to have that I think generally students struggle with outcome 
3 because they don‟t know how to spell properly. They can‟t read fluently. SMS 
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language is creeping in so I think the skills they need to have the children actually 
struggle with it because they don‟t have the general skills of spelling and grammar that 
they should have received in junior school and in grade 8, 9 and 10 (see Appendix 
XI:205-206). 
 
As can be seen from this excerpt, Teacher 2 perceived of language as an instrument of 
communication and based her teaching practices on the Received Tradition as the 
learners “don‟t know how to spell properly” and “can‟t read fluently”. Her reference to 
“general skills” is also indicative of the generic skills approach to language teaching and 
writing. There is once again evidence of the deficit view with Teacher 2 blaming the 
junior school and lower grade teachers for learners‟ “struggle” with LO3 because they 
“don‟t have the general skills of spelling and grammar that they should have received in 
junior school and in grade 8, 9 and 10”. 
 
Teacher 4 also displayed a limited knowledge of LO3 and its ASs and focussed more on 
learners‟ inadequacies such as their “bad habits” and their „inadequate” primary school 
backgrounds (see Appendix XIII:271): 
There‟s a lot of strength in the outcomes, you know, it covers … it‟s quite 
comprehensive. However, I feel the problem lies with the groundwork. The training they 
received in primary school is totally inadequate. It takes them three years to just get out 
of the bad habits they learnt in the primary school. It works for learners who have the 
talent and the gift for writing because you can help develop that if you have a look at the 
outcome. This is what the requirement is and this is what I want you to do … it can work. 
There‟s no fault with that. But the vast majority of our learners they are unable to totally 
fulfil that requirement of writing. 
 
c) LO3 improvements compared to previous curriculum  
Although Teacher 4 complained about the time factor, the learners who arrived from 
primary school being inadequately trained, and the pressure of fulfilling the CASS 
requirements in the NCS,  she praised for the NCS and LO3 compared to the previous 
curriculum and perceived it as an “improvement“ as it provided “guidance” (see 
Appendix XIII:272): 
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An improvement … it‟s more in detail. It gives you more guidance… something to refer 
to, to guide you. Because of all the assessment standards and sub-standards and stuff 
like that. In all honesty I don‟t personally go too into detail with that. If I cover the main 
components … And when we setting up tests also, it helps because I know I need to 
cover this. It does help you. In the past we took a lot of things for granted from the old 
school. This is the way I was taught and this is the way I‟m going to do it in turn. There 
wasn‟t so much guidance. We were basically left to do things the old school way and you 
listen to your HoD and this is what you need to do and stuff like this. Now you are 
actually able to act independently because you have all the documentation … this is 
what I need to cover. Everything is there you have to just go through it.  
 
Therefore, Teacher 4 acknowledged the specific guidelines of LO3; the way it helped in 
guiding tests and lesson preparations, and the sense of independence it gave the 
teacher. For Teacher 4, in the previous curriculum teachers “took a lot of things for 
granted” and often based their teaching practices on Received Traditions, teaching  “the 
way I was taught and this is the way I‟m going to do it” as “There wasn‟t so much 
guidance … you listen to your HoD and this is what you need to do”. Teacher 4, 
however, also admitted that she did not examine all the details of the ASs but “cover[s] 
the main components”. For Teacher 1, LO3 also compared favourably with the previous 
curriculum, and especially with its contribution towards planning and drafting processes 
during the writing process:  
I think the expectation that the child has to deliver a plan … and he‟s done a rough draft 
… he‟s done his plan his rough draft. He should‟ve got to a point where he‟s edited his 
rough draft and I think that‟s structured it more. It takes a long time though. It stretches 
out the writing process a bit more, especially if you want them to do it all in class. You 
actually need to plan. You actually need to sit down and think what you going to do, 
organise your ideas and then write … and also to edit. But they are very lax in doing that 
… underlining and correcting (see Appendix X:164).  
 
Of significance for successful HE writing practices is “the expectation that the child has 
to plan” and must submit a rough draft, which has to be edited. However, Teacher 1 
described these expectations of LO3 as time consuming and “stretches out the writing 
process a bit more”. An implication for HE writing practices is the insistence by teachers 
“want[ing] them to do it all in class” which is not possible in HE writing contexts. 
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Teacher 3 expressed her approval of LO3 “with the fact that there should be peer 
marking” (see Appendix XII:241). However, even though she approved of peer-
feedback practices, she still described it as an additional burden, “a load being placed 
on language teachers”. Teacher 3 also identified that for peer-feedback practices to be 
effective, learners first had to be taught "the basics”, otherwise, it would be “peer 
marking just for the sake of peer marking, but they have no knowledge of the subject”. 
Therefore, although Teacher 3 appeared to approve of peer-feedback, she focused 
more on remedial-writing practices. The excerpt below reflects this obsession with 
remedial work: 
 
I believe that a child shouldn‟t just write that there should be remedial work after he has 
written. There should be an analysis of his problems. That afterwards you focus on that 
in your teaching again.  
Remedial work! There must be remedial work (see Appendix XII:243). 
 
d) Perceptions of change in learners’ academic-writing practices 
This section focuses on the responses to the following interview question raised with 
teacher-participants: “What changes have you observed in your learners‟ academic 
writing with the introduction of LO3 of the NCS?” Most respondents perceived that there 
had been no significant improvement in the quality of learners writing since the 
implementation of LO3 of the NCS, and their dominant deficit discourse attributed this to 
a lack of competency in their learners because of digital technology, lack of reading and 
spelling “deterioration”. The emphasis on spelling is symptomatic of the Received 
Tradition and its concern for surface features of language. For example, Teacher 1 
described the reasons for literacy “quality” not improving in the excerpt below: 
I can‟t say that the quality has gone up. I think the major problem is their lack of reading 
and their lack of background knowledge and they not … the kids nowadays want quick 
access with … cell phones and to sms. They don‟t want to sit and write long pieces. So I 
don‟t think it‟s improved. Your weaker child is still struggling. Your good child would still 
have done well, you know so I don‟t think it has helped in a sense to really improve the 
writing. Those kids are not … they not willing … it‟s like you forcing them to write 
(Laughs).  
Researcher: And it has not necessarily deteriorated either …? 
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No I don‟t think it has deteriorated but it‟s stayed pretty the same. Only spelling has 
deteriorated (laughs) (see Appendix X:165). 
 
Teacher 3 also claimed that in comparison with past learners, the literacy quality was 
seldom as good as it was and described their work as a “... the mess … you can‟t work 
miracles” (see Appendix XII:243). Teacher 4 was quite emphatic about the limited 
influence of curricula on learners‟ academic writing: 
 
I would say if a child‟s got a talent for writing no matter what you give that child in any 
curriculum, that child‟s gonna excel. So I wouldn‟t say … I can‟t in all honesty say … 
because you had learners who wrote badly, you know (laughs) in the past, and you get them 
now as well (see Appendix XIII:273).  
 
However, Teacher 2 felt that the learners‟ “academic writing is of quite a good standard 
but that‟s because we work extra hard with the kids here” (see Appendix 11:206). Again 
there seems to be no acknowledgement that changes of any significance have been 
introduced with LO3 of the new curriculum, but that it all depended on the efforts of the 
teacher.  
 
However, when probed by the researcher, “But have you seen in any changes in terms 
of more constructive planning and stuff like that?” Teacher 4 acknowledged that “new 
methods” of planning, drafting and editing were incorporated into the writing process: 
 
Previously the learners didn‟t have to show their planning all the time. Now they are partly 
assessed on their planning as well. That is a definite advantage. That is one of the big 
changes. And also what one of the major changes are … before the planning used to be 
they read over the essay and they re-wrote the entire essay again with the same errors 
without much editing and stuff. Now we make sure they edit their work. Or there‟s mind-
mapping, you don‟t have to write the whole essay out … brainstorming. We teach them all 
these new methods of planning an essay (see Appendix XIII:273). 
 
Although Teacher 4 asserted that they “teach them all these new methods”, none of 
these new methods were integrated in her writing lessons observed by the researcher. 
 
101 
 
e) Teacher perceptions of writing practices   
Teacher 1 identified the difficulties facing teachers to remain motivated and enthusiastic 
during the implementation of LO3 academic writing tasks: 
I think I adhere to what is expected … I think the implementation … you need to try and stay 
enthusiastic, obviously. You need to try and encourage and lead and push and shove and 
whatever else. And I think it also depends on how … how dynamic you are and … whether 
you are going to give them topics and discuss it with them. Something that‟s relevant 
maybe. But otherwise I don‟t know … you‟ve sort of have to stand on your head and whistle 
… (laughs) to get them to concentrate … to really be enthused by it… I think the teachers 
stick very much to what they want us to do as far as implementation … I would obviously 
adapt it to suit my style (see Appendix X:165). 
 
Teacher 2, on the other hand, appeared to contradict her earlier assertion, that 
“academic writing is of quite a good standard but that‟s because we work extra hard 
with the kids” when she responded that she was unsure on how to implement LO3: 
I personally don‟t feel very successful when it comes to teaching it because I just don‟t 
know how to go about teaching it. And I find that the kids lack a lot of creativity and we 
all struggling with the fact that we don‟t know how to … (see Appendix XI:207) 
 
Teacher 3‟s “finding a balance” perception of her implementation of LO3  perhaps 
describes accurately how  teachers adapt a new curriculum, rather than adopt (Blignaut 
2008: 1) its policy intentions: 
I still do it the way I feel the child is going to benefit most. I try to find a balance because 
you also don‟t want to be in trouble… I‟m not sticking to that … I‟m definitely not. As I 
say, you have those children for a few minutes … thirty or forty minutes, and you can‟t 
always do things … so you never going to get through it, through the work (see 
Appendix XII:243). 
 
The implications of academic-writing practices in secondary schools need to be 
assessed as they impact on successful academic writing in HE. Section 4.4.3 discusses 
and analyses the critical factors for successful academic writing in HE from the 
theoretical perspective of academic literacy as a social practice (Street 1995, Gee 1990, 
Geisler 1994). These practices are always embedded in specific social contexts which 
define and are defined by the recurrent influences within discourse communities 
(Swales 1990, 1998, Bazerman 1988, Harran 2006).  
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4.4.3 Classroom academic-writing practices: implications for successful 
academic writing in HE 
The classroom academic-writing practices of the two senior secondary schools in this 
study are analysed within the theoretical framework which privileges academic writing 
as a social practice. Although the critical factors for successful academic writing are 
discussed separately, they must not be seen as discreet activities or generic sets of 
technical skills which can be readily transferred from one discourse community to 
another, as in Street‟s (1996) autonomous model of literacy. It is almost impossible to 
isolate the reciprocal influences of these critical factors from one another and from their 
specific institutional and cultural contexts. 
 
a) Preparation for academic writing tasks  
Although the oldest of the teacher participants, Teacher 1, displayed the most familiarity 
with the new NCS LO3 and its assessment practices. He also prepared his lesson using 
a process-writing approach which would provide the learners with adequate preparation 
for the academic-writing practices required in HE. In the introduction to lesson 1 (see 
Appendix X:156), Teacher 1 described the process approach, and handed out a copy of 
the assessment rubric to each learner. The writing outcomes and assessment criteria 
on the rubric were clearly explained to the learners, making the practices explicit for 
them (Jacobs 2007a). Teacher 1 also explained the writing process, emphasising 
planning, and that he wanted to see “evidence of changes/editing on rough draft” and 
“work on thoughts and ideas”. During the interview Teacher 1 also emphasised the 
need for an enthusiastic and creative approach: 
 
… first of all to connect with them … to start a general conversation or to broach the 
subject, getting them involved in a discussion  and using that as a basis of what your 
topic is going to be … and actually stimulating them either with pictures or short film clip, 
or poem or whatever it is. But I think stimulus is important even if it‟s just a picture 
maybe …. (see Appendix X:166-167). 
 
 
In contrast, Teacher 2 (see Appendix XI:198-199) who had only four years teaching  
experience, slipped into the Received Tradition and taught the lesson on an academic 
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literature essay in the same way as she had always been taught. The assignment had 
been structured and planned by the HoD of the English department (see Appendix 
XI:212-213), with questions based on all the scenes in Act 1 of Othello, which were 
aimed at providing the learner with the content needed to answer the essay question at 
the end of the handout. In addition, the process of finding the answers to the content 
questions was planned as a discrete set of skills, whereby learners located the relevant 
extracts from the text, matched it to the question, for use as evidence in the essay 
assignment. Hence, Teacher 2 was focussing essentially on what Geisler (1994) terms 
the content domain of knowledge and failed to address the rhetorical domain. The 
essay question was also modelled on a typical external examination question and was 
used for a CASS mark and as preparation for the NSC examination.  
 
Teacher 2‟s lesson tended to be teacher-centred and seldom made use of the learners‟ 
knowledge, but instead focussed on the teacher‟s answer, which was considered the 
right answer for examination purposes. Evidence of this practice was the learners 
asking the teacher to repeat her answers so that they could write them down: 
 
Teacher re-phrased all responses/answers from learners which tended to give the 
impression that the teacher was the expert with the only “right answer”. Hence many 
learners asked teacher to repeat her answer which they wrote down (see observation 
note in Appendix XI:199). 
 
This lesson was very much a canned product or autonomous approach whereby 
Teacher 2 was hoping to steer the learners to the desired result rather than to allow 
them to participate and be critical within the particular context. The resultant teaching 
practices and learning opportunities in this context appeared to be a “symbolic ritual” in 
which learners soon learnt how to play the passive social roles (Gee 1996) which the 
teacher wanted them to adopt. For the researcher, it was disappointing that these 
learners who showed so much enthusiasm and competence were not given a lesson 
prepared for more cognitively-challenging tasks which allowed for more meaningful 
contributions from them: 
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 Yet there were many learners (bright class) who showed that they had their own 
contributions to make. Only later on in lesson did teacher ask for some suggestions after 
one or two learners asked about certain textual references which had not been raised by 
the teacher (see observation note in Appendix XI:199-200).  
 
The preparation for an academic writing task is adequately provided for in AS (I) of LO3, 
namely, to “demonstrate planning skills for writing for a specific purpose, audience and 
context”, which includes learners having “to explain the requirements of advanced 
tasks” (see 4.4.3 (d)). These detailed AS (I) requirements provide the necessary 
guidance that would contribute to preparing these learners‟ for success in HE academic-
writing tasks. In addition, the analysis of a writing topic is critically important for HE 
writing tasks. Guidance is also given in AS (I) where the learner has to explain the 
requirements of the task, identify the audience and specific purpose, the type of text, the 
appropriate style, format and the point of view or argument required.  
  
a) Analysing writing topics  
Although Teacher 1 appeared to follow the requirements of LO3 more closely than any 
of the other participant teachers (see Appendix X:156-157), he did not deal with all the 
important aspects of analysing a topic as described in AS (I). Instead, Teacher 1 
focussed on analysing the content-meaning of the essay question. Teacher 2 (see 
Appendix XI:206) only discussed the requirements of the topic very briefly with the 
learners, and audience was limited to the person who would mark the external 
examination.  
 
Teacher 3 (see Appendix XII:234-235) had an unusual approach to analysing a writing 
topic, even within the context of school writing practices, and it was not the kind of 
practice that would ensure successful preparation for HE where cognitively challenging 
topics require diligent analysis. However, Teacher 3 used a different topic to prepare 
learners for argumentative and discursive essays, and at the end of the lesson she 
introduced the actual topic that learners were going to write about. Her justification for 
this approach was that learners would “just regurgitate everything that you‟ve given 
them” (see Appendix XII:200): 
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Whereas with these children, they‟ve got to be guided and then you must be very careful 
because you don‟t want children to reproduce what you have given them. I don‟t believe 
in that. That is why; I don‟t know if you noticed, I gave them a different topic to the one 
that I had discussed. Because they just regurgitate everything that you‟ve given them. 
Getting children to the level … even though these children are not wonderful, but getting 
them to this level was very hard work. 
 
Teacher 3‟s teacher-centred practices, based on authoritarian discipline rather than 
empowerment of her learners, was probably the cause of them regurgitating her ideas 
which they did not challenge. For example, she tended to lead the discussion quite 
strongly during her lesson with regard to the content that had to be covered, “they‟ve got 
to be guided”, and learners were basically led to conclusions about debatable questions 
(see observation comments in Appendix XII:235). In addition, Teacher 3 did not 
question the possibility that her learners had already been socialised into such passive 
roles by her teaching practices. Observation of her lesson revealed that she often 
neglected the opportunity to have critical discussion in class (see observation 
comments above in Appendix XII:235). However, actual topic analysing practices by 
learners is a springboard for further planning, research, and drafting of the essay tasks, 
as expected in HE writing practices.  
 
b) Planning:  brainstorming and mind-maps 
Teacher 1 incorporated a brainstorming exercise in class (see Appendix X:157) but did 
not allow for the free-flow of ideas during the activity. Instead, he kept questioning the 
validity of learners‟ suggestions which created the impression that there were, once 
again, right answers to the activity. For example, when one learner suggested cell 
phones at school could be useful for quick internet access, Teacher 1 questioned 
whether teachers would have control over such activities (see Appendix X:157). 
Nevertheless, the observable revealed that all the learners‟ rough drafts reflected 
evidence of brainstorming and mind-maps. However, the lack of detail and the 
superficial level of quality in both the brainstorming and the mind-maps are a cause for 
concern when compared to the critical importance of quality at HE level where “factual 
impersonal cognitively-demanding genres,… are the basis of abstract, disciplinary-
based academic writing” (Hendricks 2009). 
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Teacher 2 did not conduct any brainstorming activity in class, and, with the exception of 
learner A (see Appendix XI:217), none of the other learners included any mind-maps in 
their writing samples. Teacher 3, as explained in the topic analysis section (4.4.3 (b)), 
brainstormed a different topic, while no brainstorming was done of the actual topic in 
class or by the learners on their own. However, all the learners submitted mind-maps 
with their final drafts. Finally, Teacher 4 did not allow for any brainstorming in class, 
even though she has “a very good text book. It‟s got pictures of mind-maps” (see 
Appendix XIII:275) which she did not use during the observation lessons. Therefore, 
there appeared to be a disjuncture between what she said in the interview and what she 
did in the classroom. Nevertheless, all Teacher 3‟s learners submitted mind-maps with 
their final drafts, except for learner E. Once again, the superficial nature of the mind-
maps are a concern for HE preparation , as it appears that mind-maps are included to 
demonstrate compliance with observable features of LO3, rather than signalling any 
commitment to fundamental change in teachers‟ writing practices or learner writing 
processes. 
 
c) Drafting: draft one to final draft 
The recursive nature of process-writing practices makes the inclusion of written drafts; 
from draft one to the final draft, a critical component of successful academic writing in 
HE. As a minimum requirement, there should at least be one rough draft for every 
academic essay written by learners, or students in HE, if they are to be given the 
opportunity to revise their work based on formative feedback. Dessner‟s study (1991 in 
Ferris 1997: 317) found that two-thirds of teachers‟ commentary which provided advice 
and suggestions appeared to lead to substantive revisions. LO3 of the NCS specifically 
devotes AS (II) for learners to “demonstrate their use of writing strategies and 
techniques for first drafts” (DoE 2003:33). 
 
Teacher 1 was the only teacher participant whose learners all produced evidence of a 
first draft. Only learner A produced a rough draft among Teacher 2‟s learner data 
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samples. In fact, Teacher 2 told her learners “Please don‟t do a rough draft or you will 
run out of time! Can bring essay plans; mind-maps; bullets et cetera” (see Appendix 
XI:201) as the final essay was being written as a controlled test. However, none of the 
learners from Teachers 3 and 4 produced any evidence of rough or first drafts.   
  
d) Structuring: introductions and conclusions, paragraphing, coherence and 
cohesion, argument 
Teacher 2 described her general approach to teaching academic writing in the excerpt 
below: 
 
In grade 10 they get taught all the different types of essays and the formats and how to write 
them. And then in grade 11 and 12 they simply get their essay topics, they told what kind of 
essay it should be, and then it‟s basically left up to them to write on their own because they 
should have all the knowledge carried through from grade 10. So I feel that there‟s not much 
teaching in that way because they receive the essay topic and they sit down and they right it 
(see Appendix XI:208). 
 
Teacher 2 perceived that academic writing can be equated to a set of technical skills 
which, if taught properly in the earlier grades, would transfer to more demanding writing 
contexts in higher grades, where the teachers needed to only focus on content 
contributions. However, when the researcher reminded her that she mentioned earlier 
how they assisted their learners, she responded, “Oh yes, but we do help them with 
regards to their final draft. And what they need to do is they need to submit a plan, and 
we mark their plan” (see Appendix XI:208). Again there appeared to be a level of 
inconsistency between what teachers said they did and what took place in the 
classroom. Nevertheless, the insistence on submitting an essay plan which is checked 
by the teacher is a good practice in preparation for HE academic writing tasks. 
 
Teacher 3 was also committed to teaching the structure of essays, including 
paragraphing, introductions and conclusions, but, she viewed these as discrete sets of 
skills which were taught acontextually “using another topic”. For example, Teacher 3‟s 
writing practice preparation differentiated “general” from ”test topics” which implied that 
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analysis and argument of a different topic would prepare learners to analyse and 
structure their argument in the actual (different) topic. The excerpt below describes 
Teacher 3‟s writing-practice approach: 
 
… it‟s really analysing the topic, using another topic but showing them, doing brainstorming, 
starting with words that go into sentences and progressing into paragraph writing; teaching 
them introductions and conclusions. The day before I do a general topic and I do the 
brainstorming and I do the writing of an introduction; analysing of the topic; paragraphing. 
You‟ve got to remind them all the time. And then the next day they write the test for 
instance. I usually try to do the preparation today so that it‟s still fresh in their memories (see 
Appendix XII:245-246). 
 
None of the teachers placed explicit emphasis in their lessons on factors like coherence 
and cohesion, focusing on issues like topic sentences, supporting ideas, coherence of 
thought, transitional expressions and overall structure. Academic-writing structures 
generally implied getting learners to understand that they had to break up their thoughts 
or ideas into separate paragraphs, starting with an introduction and ending with a 
conclusion. For example, Teacher 3‟s essay-structure approach included: 
… starting with words that go into sentences and progressing into paragraph writing; 
teaching them introductions and conclusions (see Appendix XII:245). 
 
e) Reviewing: revising drafts, teacher and peer review, feedback practices  
Chapter two, section 2.6.1 Feedback practices discusses writing pedagogy research 
which has revealed that effective application of feedback in the writing process 
positively influences both writer attitude to writing and writing performance (Zamel 1982, 
Krashen 1984, Pratt 1990, Hyland 1990, Keh 1990, Berger 1991 in Ferris 1995, Conrad 
& Goldstein 1999 in Ferris 2003, Ferris 2003, Ferris 2005:224). Ferris (2003:20), 
therefore, argues for feedback‟s “continued role in the composition classroom”. Quinn 
(2007:2) also promotes a drafting-responding process and argues that students are 
more interested in comments or formative feedback given to them on a first draft “rather 
than comments on a final draft”. Moreover, this process allows students the opportunity 
to redraft their written work before the final (summative) assessment. 
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AS (III) of LO3 in the NCS (see DoE 2003:35), requires learners to reflect on, analyse, 
and evaluate own work, considering the opinion of others, and present final product”. 
These practices of reflection, analysis, evaluation and feedback are valuable stages in 
the writing process and would enhance learners‟ success in HE academic-writing tasks. 
These LO3 requirements, together with the detailed descriptions of the ASs, support the 
notion that the respondent‟s feedback comments are intended to assist the students in 
revising their work as opposed to simply editing it. Editing refers to addressing 
grammar, spelling and punctuation mistakes, whereas, revision highlights the 
importance of learners being made to focus firstly on higher-order concerns where they 
need to make their meanings explicit before they concern themselves with editing their 
work. The AS (III) of LO3 separates editing practices as a later-order concern of the 
writing process, requiring the learner to “prepare a final draft by proofreading and 
editing”. 
 
When Teacher 4 was asked about the next stage after she had checked the learners‟ 
planning, she acknowledged the ideal of giving feedback, but she conflated the higher-
order concerns of revision with the lower-order concerns of editing:  
 
That is one of the big changes … before … they read over the essay and they re-wrote the 
entire essay again with the same errors without much editing and stuff. Now we make sure 
they edit their work.  ... then they write their essays … I mark it and that‟s it. The ideal would 
be for me to go through all those and … but you don‟t want to re-write the essay for the 
child. That also is not a true reflection of his or her thinking and writing skills (see Appendix 
XIII:273). 
 
Although Teacher 3 includes topic preparation and planning, she requires the learners 
to write a different topic as a controlled test. She described her reason for this practice 
as: 
… then you don‟t battle to get your work done. You know how children hand in essays? 
One today … you‟ve got to battle to get the work out of them. But I don‟t give them the 
topic. They see the topic in the test (see Appendix XII:245-246).  
 
Hence, Teacher 3 uses test conditions to ensure that she collects all learners‟ essays 
(final products) which does not allow for any revision based on peer or teacher 
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feedback. Such writing practices which only include summative assessment would 
support Niven‟s (2009:278) claim that first-year students bring school-based learning 
frames about assessment into HE that may be in conflict with the styles of feedback 
practice in HE which are designed to encourage revision and improvement of academic 
writing.  
 
Another example of a writing practice which conflates revision based on feedback with 
editing of mistakes was Teacher 2‟s comments about rough drafts: 
… then they have to submit a rough draft and we underline all of their grammatical errors 
and spelling errors and punctuation errors. And we don‟t correct it for them, we just 
indicate where there is an error. Then they have to take it back home and correct all the 
errors and then they submit their final draft … and their final draft is what they marked 
on. 
Researcher: So just … so that I can get this straight, when you look at their rough draft 
you are focusing on? 
On grammatical, spelling and punctuation errors. (see Appendix XI:208) 
 
f) Editing and proofreading: grammar, spelling and punctuation 
As discussed in reviewing practices (4.4.3 (e)), editing of mistakes like spelling, 
grammar and punctuation, were often the main revisionary concerns of all participant 
teachers and learners. For example, Teacher 1 described the inability of learners to 
edit:  
… they do a first draft of their final. There‟s where I say they are supposed to show signs of 
editing it themselves but most of them are so weak they can‟t edit for example … but the 
spelling errors. So they might make a change here or there or realise they‟ve made a 
spelling mistake. So the editing side … I just find it quite frustrating that you tell them you 
should have perhaps edited it more closely … but they wouldn‟t have known. They don‟t 
realise that that thing is actually a spelling error. Or even if they edited it they would just read 
over it again (see Appendix X:167): 
 
Despite the emphasis that the participant teachers placed on editing, a recurring theme 
was their frustration with their lack of success in addressing surface- errors. For 
example, Teacher 1 in the excerpt above found editing practices “quite frustrating”. This 
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response was echoed by Teacher 4 as she described the result of her remedial editing 
practices in the excerpt below:  
 
And what I do is all their common errors … the whole class‟s … I do an exercise on the 
board and I go through it. After each essay that they do … this is what you are guilty of; 
this is what you are doing; there‟s no such a word as this; you cannot use this in an 
essay. I do that after each essay. Some of them correct their mistakes … some of them 
carry on doing the same thing. There‟s no change (laughs). It‟s very frustrating (see 
Appendix XIII:275). 
 
Perhaps the reason for the participants‟ frustration is summed up by Teacher 3‟s explicit 
remedial approach to the revision process: 
I mark it and after I‟ve marked it what I usually do is, while I‟m marking, I write down the 
general errors I want to discuss this. Then you discuss now actual errors that were 
made, that they could improve on. Then after I have done that discussion I give them a 
written remedial exercise to do with all those things that I have discussed, I give them 
an exercise, and they must apply that now and correct those mistakes. Then after 
they‟ve done that, then they do their own individual corrections (see Appendix 
XII:246). 
 
These excerpts highlight how the participants‟ editing practices reveal a deficit view of 
literacy and the need to “correct those mistakes”, using acontextual remedial exercises, 
rather than incorporating a developmental and motivational approach to editing as part 
of their learners‟ revisionary practices.  
 
g) Referencing: citing and integrating sources, plagiarism, voice 
AS (I) (DoE 2003:31) requires learners to “independently, research complex topics from 
a wide variety of sources and record findings accurately”. In addition, and of similar 
significance to HE, is the challenge for learners to “locate, access, select, organise and 
integrate relevant data independently from a wide variety of sources” (2003:31). 
Furthermore, AS (I) requires learners to develop a “point of view” or “voice”. These 
provisions in AS (I) cover most of the basic research competencies which learners who 
are advancing into HE will need for successful academic writing. However, no mention 
is made in any LO3 ASs of in-text referencing styles, reference lists, or the challenges 
of plagiarism which impact of the academic creditability of students and lecturers in HE. 
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None of the participant teachers engaged in any writing practices, during the 
observation periods, which would prepare learners for the rigours of research and 
referencing in HE. However, when asked during the interviews, What classroom writing 
practices in senior secondary schools help to prepare students for academic writing in 
higher education? Teacher 3 emphasised the importance of research: 
 
First of all, certain topics have to be researched. They‟ve got to read up on that before 
they can … especially the factual ones. We didn‟t really focus in the past so much; they 
used to write more narrative and descriptive essays. Now we are focussing a lot on 
argumentative / discursive writing (see Appendix XII:247-248). 
 
Nonetheless, when Teacher 3 was asked if they gave their learners topics which 
needed to be researched, she admitted, “That should … although again the time limit … 
we don‟t have much time to do that” (see Appendix XII:248). 
 
Finally, although Teacher 4 recognised the need for “a research assignment” she found 
that copying and pasting was a plagiarising constraint:  
 
... kids tend to take chunks of material that‟s available and just paste it. And I told them 
plagiarism is a crime. I always thought research would work but it didn‟t work too well 
when I tried it with the class. Because like I said it‟s just a lot of copying and pasting” 
(see Appendix XIII:276). 
 
Teacher 4‟s solution to the problem of plagiarism was to give learners a question where 
the “information wasn‟t available anywhere else … A teacher should try and create a 
question where they are actually forced to use what you have done in the class with 
them” (see Appendix XIII:276-277). Unfortunately, such writing practices may avoid the 
problem of plagiarism, but they do not prepare learners to employ referencing 
conventions and use reference sources which are vital for successful HE academic-
writing practices. 
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4.4.4 Learner text samples: implications of teacher academic-writing practices 
All four teacher participants in the study selected five learners‟ writing samples, 
including any planning, preparation, and rough drafts which the learners may have 
used. The sample also included any teacher or peer feedback comments made on 
rough or final drafts. The learner data sample comprised of five learners for each of the 
teacher participants who selected the samples based on the premise that the learners 
were likely to advance into HE studies. To maintain confidentiality, the learners are 
referred to as learners A to E for each participant teacher. These learner data samples 
are analysed in the following sections to describe the academic-writing practices of 
each participant teacher, and to evaluate its contribution towards preparing learners for 
HE academic-writing practices. 
 
a) Brainstorming, mind-maps and essay plans 
Although the majority of the learners submitted mind-maps with their final drafts, with 
Teacher 2, only Learner A submitted a mind-map (see Appendix XI:217). Brainstorming 
and mind-maps appeared to be a common planning practice since the introduction of 
LO3 of the NCS. Yet, on closer examination of learners‟ samples, the mind-maps serve 
no other purpose than to generate ideas related to the essay topic. For example, learner 
A (Teacher 2) produced the most detailed and constructive mind-map out of all the 
learners in the study. However, this learner needed to use the mind-map as a guide for 
an essay plan or rough table of contents in order to develop a logical structure for the 
written task (see Appendix XI:217). There was no link between the mind-map and the 
structure of the essay unless the learner selected ideas from the mind-map and 
arranged them in a logical order as a table of contents. On the other hand, an 
examination of learner A‟s preparation (Teacher 1) revealed a mind-map which did not 
generate many ideas, and, therefore, served little purpose in preparing or structuring the 
learner‟s essay assignment (see Appendix X:174). 
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b) Drafting  
For effective essay planning, there should be at least one rough draft which allows for 
feedback, revision and editing, before the learner submits the final draft. Teacher 1 was 
the only participant whose learners all submitted rough drafts. This may be because 
Teacher 1 allocated a mark to language, style and editing, according to the 
assessment rubric (see Appendix X:170), and was, therefore, making sure that his 
learners met the rubric requirements. Nevertheless, these rough drafts appeared to 
serve no more than an opportunity for learners to correct spelling and other surface 
features of language. For example, Learner B (Teacher 1) had made no content or 
structural revisions to her rough draft, instead, she only corrected a few spelling 
mistakes (see Appendix X:180). 
 
c) Feedback and revision practices 
AS (III) (DoE 2003:35) requires the learner to reflect on, analyse, and evaluate own 
work, considering the opinion of others, and present final product (DoE 2003: 31-35). 
The “opinion of others” could include both teacher and peer feedback, which allows 
students the opportunity to revise and redraft their written work before the final 
(summative) assessment. This means that the conversations (Hodges 1997) or 
feedback (Ferris 2003) should take place while the written work is still in progress. 
Teacher 1 was the only participant who spent some time giving feedback to his learners 
while they were busy with their first drafts (see Appendix X:159-160), but tended to 
spend most of the conferencing time correcting language and spelling errors. It could 
also be argued that Teacher 1 had the luxury of teaching a class of only seven learners 
(see Appendix X:156) which allowed him more time to give individual interactive 
feedback. The other three teacher participants did not give any formative feedback, but 
Teachers 3 and 4 gave summative feedback which addressed mostly the surface 
features of language. For example, Learner B (Teacher 4) received feedback on 
“unsatisfied” and Teacher 4 wrote “dissatisfied” above the word (see Appendix XIII:276) 
which was the only feedback made on the final draft of Learner B by Teacher 4. 
Teacher 2 gave no feedback whatsoever, even on the final drafts (see Appendix XI).  
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As the learners of Teachers 2, 3 and 4 did not submit rough drafts, (with the exception 
of Teacher 2‟s Learner A, there was no feedback providing opportunities to revise and 
redraft their academic writing. Like Teacher 2‟s Learner A in (b) above, Teacher 1‟s 
learners made very superficial spelling and language revisions to their rough drafts and 
were not given any feedback from the teacher or their peers to address higher-order 
concerns. For example, Learner E (Teacher 1) wrote “there is more advantages than 
disadvantages” and later edited the concord error to “are more advantages” (see 
Appendix X:192-193).  
 
d) Assessment 
In the DoE‟s Subject Assessment Guidelines (2005:1), assessment in the NCS is 
described as “an integral part of teaching and learning. For this reason, assessment 
should be part of every lesson and teachers should plan assessment activities to 
complement learning activities”. The NCS also promotes both informal daily assessment 
and a formal programme of assessment which together constitute the Continuous 
Assessment (CASS). Teachers should, therefore, not only focus on summative 
assessment, but also on formative assessment which “is a crucial element of teaching 
and learning” (DoE 2003:48) as it involves “constructive feedback” which is “a vital 
component of assessment for formative purposes” (DoE 2003:48). 
 
In addition to teacher assessment and feedback, the NCS (DoE 2003:50) promotes self-
assessment, peer assessment and group assessment. An analysis of the learners‟ 
academic-writing samples in this study revealed that only Teacher 1 gave some 
formative assessment in the form of surface feedback on learners‟ first drafts. Learner E 
(Teacher 1) wrote “More and more schools has banned” and this was corrected by the 
teacher to read “More and more schools have started to ban” (see Appendix X:194). All 
the other teacher participants only engaged in summative assessment and their 
feedback was also limited to language and spelling errors. Learner B (Teacher 3) spelt 
“rely” with two l‟s as “relly” which was corrected by Teacher 4 (see Appendix XII:247).   
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4.5 Conclusion 
Chapter four endorsed the view of academic writing as a literacy practice, embedded in 
specific social contexts which define and are defined by influences within communities 
of practice. Furthermore, the practice framework recognised that it is not only what 
teachers and learners do with literacy, but also what they think of what they do, and 
“how they construct its value and the ideologies that surround it” Baynham (1995:53).  
Therefore, the practice approach required the theorising of subjectivity so that not only 
were external evidence of behaviours relied on, but also what the teachers thought 
about what they do, their values and attitudes.  
 
Subsequently, chapter four analysed and discussed the study‟s research findings on 
senior secondary school academic-writing practices within an understanding of the 
conceptual framework of literacy as a social practice. The coding practices which made 
sense of the data in terms of the participants‟ definitions and understandings of 
academic-writing practices and contexts were described, and initial themes and 
categories identified. These general-theory codes were narrowed to the practice codes 
which are critical for successful academic-writing practices in both senior secondary 
schools and in HE. 
 
The academic-writing practice codes were explored by examining the dominant 
academic-writing practices reflected in the observation notes of lessons, the transcribed 
interview notes with participant teachers, and the learner data samples. The identified 
tree codes included NCS writing practices endorsed by LO3; teachers‟ perceptions of 
LO3 and its ASs; classroom academic-writing practices; and learner text samples. 
Chapter four discussed and analysed these writing-practice codes in relation to critical 
factors for successful academic writing in senior secondary schools to prepare learners 
for HE academic-writing demands. In addition, the NCS requirements stipulated in LO3 
and its ASs were constantly examined and referred to, revealing that teachers would be 
providing their learners with critical preparation for senior secondary school and HE 
academic-writing tasks, if they followed the NCS  guidelines.  
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Chapter five summarises the main literacy theoretical issues that arose from this study 
and attempts to account for the academic-writing practices that dominate senior 
secondary school writing practices. In addition, the teachers‟ perceptions of LO3 of the 
NCS are assessed as these writing practices have implications for learners advancing 
into HE, and impact on the academic-writing practices of HE practitioners. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 
 
5.1 Introduction 
The critical theoretical perspective adopted in this study supports a critical view of the 
dominant academic-writing practices in the selected senior secondary schools and HE. 
The findings in chapter four revealed that academic literacy was often perceived by the 
teachers as a unitary, fixed and universal set of skills into which students and learners 
were initiated. However, as literacy involves playing a social role, and, because learners 
and students can play many social roles in their daily lives, literacy is a multiple rather 
than a unitary construct (Gee 1990, Street 1984, 1993, 1995). Since multiple literacies 
are socially constructed and open to contestation and change, the critical ethnographic 
approach of this study explores and challenges the dominant practices in the situated 
activity of academic writing in secondary school discourse communities. It also 
describes the causal relationship that the dominant writing practices have with the 
teachers‟ perceptions of literacy. Therefore, literacy understandings were explored by 
describing what literacy practices subjectively meant to the four teachers by determining 
the meanings they collectively and individually gave to dominant literacy practices in 
academic writing, especially feedback practices in text production.  
 
Other dominant influences in the context of culture at senior secondary schools, 
including the training teachers received in preparation for the NCS implementation, the 
demands of the CASS requirements, and the external NSC examination, are all critical 
factors which impact on the acquisition of successful academic-writing practices in 
senior secondary schools. Blignaut (2008:14) argues that these constraints often 
influence the implementation of curriculum policy: 
The new curriculum does not take temporal constraints into account that teachers are 
faced with on a daily basis in their classrooms. Time constraints, compounded by large 
classes and heavy marking loads may lead teachers to strike a balance between the 
requirements of curriculum policy and their daily realities. 
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In this study, all four teachers also described the stressful constraints of time pressure, 
CASS marking demands, learner inadequacies and examination pressures. However, 
Hendricks (2009:14) questions whether the quality of education in South Africa will 
improve systemically if even “optimally resourced”  and well-organised schools offer 
“few factual impersonal cognitively-demanding genres, which are the basis of abstract, 
disciplinary-based academic writing”, the kind of writing which is required in HE.  
 
Although several significant factors relating to the teaching and learning of literacies and 
academic-writing practices emerged during this study, the focus of this chapter is to 
discuss the dominant academic-writing practices or coding themes. The themes that 
emerged were often reflected in not only the observable participant teachers‟ writing 
practices, but also their thoughts, values, and beliefs. These perceptions were often 
revealed in their discourse during lesson observations and interviews when the 
participants described their writing practices. These perceptions also tended to be 
supported in the participants‟ selective implementation of LO3 and NCS policy 
guidelines, their decisions to make sense of what worked best for them so that they 
could cope with the demands of their specific contextual constraints. Finally, a main 
consideration for the coding themes selected is the implications that teacher academic-
writing practices have for learners advancing into HE.  
 
5.2 NCS LO3 and ASs writing-practice design  
A detailed examination of the requirements of the new NCS suggests that it offers an 
understanding of knowledge as a social construct, advocates a multiple literacies 
approach to teaching and learning, and allows for a process approach to cognitively-
demanding writing which takes cognisance of the rhetorical, social and cultural 
dimensions of literacy. Collectively, the ASs in LO3 reflects a process approach to 
writing, from planning, first drafts, feedback, and revision to presentation of the final 
product. It also considers the specific rhetorical dimensions of purpose, audience, and 
context. Therefore, the incorporation of these writing practices should benefit learners 
intending to be effective and successful as academic writers in HE.  
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It is, therefore, the contention of this study that if teachers in secondary schools adhered 
more closely to the suggested implementation guidelines of LO3 of the NCS and its 
ASs, rather than reducing their writing practices to the mastery of discrete sets of skills 
focusing on surface features of language like spelling and grammar, the learners would 
possibly be more prepared to cope with HE academic-writing requirements.  
 
In addition, this study also examined teachers‟ limited knowledge of the NCS and their 
perceptions of their own classroom-writing practices to describe the resistance that 
teachers appear to have towards a social-practice approach to academic writing as they 
often adapted LO3 of the NCS instead of adopting it as was intended by the policy-
makers (Blignaut 2008).  
 
5.3 NCS and LO3 knowledge and understanding  
The interview transcriptions with the participant teachers also revealed that they often 
had very little knowledge or awareness of the requirements of LO3 and the ASs. 
Teacher 1 was the only participant who displayed some familiarity with LO3 and its ASs. 
The following comment by Teacher 2 (see Appendix XI:205) describes her reasons for 
her limited ASs knowledge: 
I‟ll be very honest I‟ve never really studied the assessment standards. We literally …. our 
head of department tells us exactly what to do, what‟s expected of us. Obviously we 
follow the curriculum from government and I‟ve rubrics for everything so we use those. 
To be very honest I‟ve never really studied the assessment standards (laughs). 
 
The implications of a lack of familiarity with the new curriculum was also demonstrated 
when the study revealed that even newly-qualified teachers may not be cognisant of the 
NCS requirements. For example, Teacher 2 was only in the fourth year of her teaching 
career and had received training in the new methods and requirements of the NCS 
during her studies. Teacher 2 was also privileged to be teaching in a well-resourced, 
well-organised school where all the other teachers had also received training in the 
implementation of the NCS. Yet, she had already reverted to the Received Tradition in 
which she was taught, ignoring the adequate guidelines of the ASs which would 
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improve the ability of her learners to cope with the academic writing demands of HE 
(see Appendix XI:206). 
 
5.4 Teacher / participant perceptions 
The critical ethnographic research design and methodology (Carspecken 1996) in this 
study required the researcher to explore the participants‟ understanding of their 
academic-writing practices as well as their perceptions of the NCS, LO3 and its ASs. 
5.4.1 Perceptions of LO3 and ASs improvements  
During the interviews, the participants made some positive comments about the 
influence of LO3 of the NCS and its ASs. For example, Teacher 4 appreciated the 
specific guidelines of LO3; the way it helped in guiding tests and lesson preparations 
(see 4.4.2 Teachers‟ perceptions of NCS LO3 and ASs). She also compared it 
favourably to the previous curriculum when “we took a lot of things for granted … There 
wasn‟t so much guidance … you listen to your HoD and this is what you need to do”. 
Improvements brought about by LO3 of the NCS were also echoed by Teacher 1 (see 
Appendix X:164) who praised “the expectation that the child has to plan” and must 
submit a rough draft which has to be edited. Teacher 3 added that she approved of 
peer-feedback practices encouraged by the NCS (see 4.4.2 Teachers‟ perceptions of 
NCS LO3 and ASs). 
 
However, many negative comments were also made about the NCS and LO3 and its 
ASs. For instance, Teachers 3 and 4 both complained about the time factors and how 
they were under pressure mainly through the demands of the CASS assessments: 
Teacher 3: I‟m not uncomfortable with it. But it takes so much time. It‟s very time-consuming 
and you don‟t have that time. I just feel that there‟s a lot of pressure on teachers (see 
Appendix XII:240). 
  
Similarly, Teacher 4 described the impact of CASS demands on classroom teaching: 
Teacher 4: I think the CASS component demands far too much with us. If we had to cut 
back a bit on the CASS we would have more time with the learners to maybe spend an extra 
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few lessons doing language. Look this is my opinion because we under so much pressure to 
get things from the kids. And I think we have quality … we have quantity (excuse me) but 
not quality (see Appendix XIII:270).  
 
These complaints seemed justified in the light of the Minister of Education‟s assertion 
that “the actual curriculum placed too heavy an administrative burden on teachers which 
undermined their primary task, and resulted in children not acquiring skills they needed” 
(Motshekga 2009). Of critical concern in preparation for HE writing practices is Teacher 
4‟s admission that they “have quantity but not quality” (see Appendix XIII:270). The 
necessity for quality is implied in “cognitively-demanding genres, which are the basis of 
abstract, disciplinary-based academic writing” in HE (Hendricks 2009:14). Finally, most 
participants perceived that there had been no significant improvement in the quality of 
learners writing since the implementation of LO3 of the NCS, and, through the dominant 
deficit discourse, attributed it to a lack of competency in their learners, rather than to 
any weaknesses in their writing practices. For example, Teacher 1 identified technology 
as the reason for the deteriorating quality of learners‟ writing: 
 
I can‟t say that the quality has gone up. I think the major problem is their lack of reading 
and their lack of background knowledge and they not … the kids nowadays want quick 
access with … cell phones and to sms. They don‟t want to sit and write long pieces. So I 
don‟t think it‟s improved. Your weaker child is still struggling. Your good child would still 
have done well, you know so I don‟t think it has helped in a sense to really improve the 
writing (see Appendix X:165) . 
 
5.4.2 Perceptions of NCS LO3 as minor variations to current practices 
In this study, the participants also perceived that LO3 and its ASs were not radically 
different from what they knew about writing practices. Teacher 2 felt that “the academic 
writing is of quite a good standard but that‟s because we work extra hard with the kids 
here” (see Appendix XI:206). Again, there seems to be no acknowledgement that 
changes of any significance have been introduced with LO3 of the new curriculum, but 
that it all depended on the efforts of the teacher. Teacher 3 suggested that not much 
had changed with regard to English teaching since the introduction of the NCS, and this 
perception was echoed by Teacher 1 (see 4.4.2 a) NCS and LO3: teacher comfort / 
discomfort:  
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… if you are already in the field, there wasn‟t much in the English that had changed … 
perhaps just the slant here and there … there have not been many changes in 
Language really … just minor little things … Or just a way of looking at it differently … I 
think it‟s going to take a little bit of getting used to all the different rubrics … and the 
marking things because that‟s quite involved (see Appendix X:163). 
 
Teachers 1 and 3 were the most experienced  participants and of concern were their 
contentions that ”nothing much has changed”, despite Teacher 1 observing that it is 
“going to take a bit of getting used to all the different rubrics”, which again reflects the 
resistance of the Received Tradition (Boughey 2002). Similar findings are documented 
by Blignaut (2008), as well as Jansen (1999), Baxen (2001) and Stoffels (2004). These 
studies also found that former Model C teachers often view the new curriculum “as 
being not much different from what they had practised in the past” (Blignaut 2008:19). 
Significantly, although Teachers 3 and 4 were not former Model C teachers, they also 
viewed the NCS and LO3 as introducing minor variations to what they knew and 
practised. Teacher 1 admitted to adapting the NCS to his understandings as “teachers 
stick very much to what they want us to do as far as implementation … I would 
obviously adapt it to suit my style”. But Teacher 3‟s perception of her implementation of 
LO3 encapsulates how teachers tend to support Blignaut‟s finding (2008: 1) that 
teachers tend to adapt a new curriculum, rather than adopt its policy intentions: 
I still do it the way I feel the child is going to benefit most. I try to find a balance because 
you also don‟t want to be in trouble… I‟m not sticking to that … I‟m definitely not. As I 
say, you have those children for a few minutes … thirty or forty minutes, and you can‟t 
always do things … so you never going to get through it, through the work (see 
Appendix XII:243). 
 
Blignaut (2008:20) also describes the cogent effect of teachers conserving “existing 
frames” rather than “radically transforming them”:  
New ideas are either understood as familiar ones, without sufficient attention to 
aspects that deviate from the familiar, or are integrated without restructuring 
existing knowledge and beliefs, resulting in piecemeal changes in existing 
practice.  
5.4.3 Perceptions and actual writing practices   
A noticeable concern of this study was that the participants would occasionally voice 
favourable opinions about the practices of LO3 and its ASs, but there was little practice 
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evidence of these changes in policy requirements in the lesson observations or in the 
learner data samples. For instance, Teacher 4 described how planning practices 
differed from the previous curriculum which is “a definite advantage”:  
Previously the learners didn‟t have to show their planning all the time. Now they are partly 
assessed on their planning as well. That is a definite advantage. That is one of the big 
changes. And also what one of the major changes are … before the planning used to be 
they read over the essay and they re-wrote the entire essay again with the same errors 
without much editing and stuff. Now we make sure they edit their work. Or there‟s mind-
mapping, you don‟t have to write the whole essay out … brainstorming. We teach them all 
these new methods of planning an essay (see Appendix XIII:273). 
 
Although Teacher 4 asserted that they “teach them all these new methods”, however, 
few of these new methods were employed in her writing lessons observed by the 
researcher. For example, Teacher 4 had not allowed for any brainstorming in class, 
even though she has “a very good text book. It‟s got pictures of mind-maps” (see 
Appendix XIII:275). Therefore, there appeared to be a disjuncture between what 
Teacher 4 said she practiced in the interview, and what she actually did in the lesson. In 
addition, although Teacher 3 expressed her approval of LO3 formative assessment 
practices which encouraged “that there should be peer marking” (see AppendixXII:241), 
she still also perceived of this practice as an additional burden, “a load being placed on 
language teachers”. Moreover, peer-feedback practices were not included during the 
observation lessons.  
 
These contradictions highlight a tendency for teachers to acknowledge new policy 
innovations but to limit their application in the classroom to what they perceive is 
manageable for them within their existing practice frameworks. Hendricks‟ (2009) 
research in selected grade 7 classrooms also found that there was “limited 
understanding of the new curriculum” as evidenced in writing pedagogy. 
 
5.4.4 Perceptions of academic-writing practices and learner competencies  
The findings in chapter four also suggested that the participant teachers subscribed to 
autonomous approaches (Street 1995) to academic literacy and perceived learners‟ 
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writing problems from a deficit perspective, locating the problems in individual learners 
rather than in the dominant practices of the classroom and school cultures. From the 
study, it was evident that there was a causal relationship between the teachers adopting 
the autonomous approach, deficit views of their learners and the Received Tradition 
(Christie in Boughey 2002), the learners‟ perceived lack of competencies, and the need 
for control and discipline.  
 
a) Received Tradition  
The findings of a feedback practice study conducted in South Africa (Harran 1994) 
support what the research in this study has revealed about current product-orientated 
writing approaches and feedback practices. In the South African secondary schools 
where the research was conducted, product approaches to writing practices were 
standard and there was limited evidence of process-based approaches in L2 writing 
classes (Harran 1994). In addition, a longitudinal study conducted at a higher education 
institution in South Africa from 1996 to1998 found that most ESL students entering the 
higher education institution had often not been exposed to writing as a process in their 
secondary schools (Harran 1999). Silva and Matsuda (2001:216) also found that most 
teachers were often “out of sync with instructional practices they usually followed” and 
often relied on approaches that they knew. For Boughey (2002), Christies‟ (1993 in 
Boughey 2002:304) Received Tradition describes the situation where teachers can 
envisage no other way of teaching language than repeating their schooling experiences.  
 
When participant teachers in this study were asked about the NCS and LO3 practices, 
in particular, their dominant perception of the NCS and LO3 was a product view of 
literacy with the literacy products having to be completed to fulfil the CASS 
requirements. For example, Teacher 3 described how time impacted on writing-process 
practices:   
I‟m not uncomfortable with it. But it takes so much time. It‟s very time-consuming and you 
don‟t have that time. When are you really going to get down to getting the final product? 
When there are so many other things you are always pressed for time. And you working 
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every day. It‟s not that you not working and now suddenly you want to do something at the 
end of the term. I just feel that there‟s a lot of pressure on teachers (see Appendix XII:240).  
 
Teacher 2 who had only four years teaching experience, reverted to the Received 
Tradition and taught the lesson on an academic literature essay in the same way as she 
had always been taught (see Appendix XI:198). As a result her teaching practice was 
teacher-centred and seldom made use of the learners‟ knowledge, and focused instead 
on the teacher‟s answer, which was considered the right answer for examination 
purposes. Therefore, the learners constantly asked the teacher to repeat her answers 
so that they could write them down rather than discussing the merits of their own 
suggestions and findings (see Appendix XI:198-199). This approach tended to be a 
canned product or autonomous approach whereby Teacher 2 was hoping to steer the 
learners to the desired result rather than to allow them to participate meaningfully within 
the text-creation process. 
 
Furthermore, Teacher 2‟s response to the question of the strengths and weaknesses of 
LO3 in the excerpt below reflects the dominance of the remedial teaching approach as 
learners “struggle with outcome 3” because they cannot spell and read. Therefore, 
Teacher 2 focuses on surface features of general language skills, like spelling and 
grammar which has limited relevance to LO3 and its ASs. Teacher 2 describes the 
reasons for learners struggle with LO3 in the excerpt below: 
Well the strengths in terms of the outcome is in that I think it‟s essential for children to learn 
and develop writing skills and spelling skills and communication skills. I think it‟s a very 
important skill for them to have that I think generally students struggle with outcome 3 
because they don‟t know how to spell properly. They can‟t read fluently. SMS language is 
creeping in so I think the skills they need to have the children actually struggle with it 
because they don‟t have the general skills of spelling and grammar that they should have 
received in junior school and in grade 8, 9 and 10 (see Appendix XI:205-206). 
 
 Therefore, Teacher 2 perceives of language as an instrument of communication and 
basis her teaching practices on the Received Tradition, where “children struggle with 
outcome 3 because they don‟t know how to spell properly”. Her reference to “general 
skills” is also indicative of the autonomous approach to language teaching and writing 
as a technical set of skills which can be transferred from one context to another. There 
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is once again evidence of the deficit view with Teacher 2 blaming the junior school and 
lower grade teachers for the learners‟ problems.  
 
b) Deficit perceptions  
The deficit view of learners‟ literacy problems often stemmed from the perception that 
the learners arrived at a specific point in the school system with a lack / deficit of 
competencies that they should have gained earlier in their schooling careers. 
Technology was also perceived as impacting on writing standards. Even Teacher 1, 
who often showed the most awareness of LO3 and consciously engaged in a process-
writing approach, subscribed to deficit discourse when describing the learners 
“problems” (see Appendix X:165): 
I can‟t say that the quality has gone up. I think the major problem is their lack of reading 
and their lack of background knowledge and they not … the kids nowadays want quick 
access with … cell phones and to sms. They don‟t want to sit and write long pieces.  
 
Teacher 3 claimed that in comparison with past learners, the writing quality of her 
learners was seldom as good and described their writing as a “mess” with which “you 
can‟t work miracles” (see Appendix XII:243). Both Teachers 1 (see Appendix X:165) 
and 4 (see Appendix XIII:273) also described the curriculum as having a limited 
influence on learners‟ academic writing: 
Teacher 1: So I don‟t think it‟s improved. Your weaker child is still struggling. Your good 
child would still have done well, you know so I don‟t think it has helped in a sense to 
really improve the writing. Those kids are not … they not willing … it‟s like you forcing 
them to write (Laughs).  
 
Teacher 4: I would say if a child‟s got a talent for writing no matter what you give that 
child in any curriculum, that child‟s gonna excel. So I wouldn‟t say … I can‟t in all 
honesty say … because you had learners who wrote badly, you know (laughs) in the 
past, and you get them now as well.  
 
The teachers‟ emphasis on individual learner ability or inability is also supported by 
Blignaut‟s (2008:12) research findings: 
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The teachers perceived the competence of their learners to be the most important 
constraint on their classroom practice and the reason for the difficulty of translating 
curriculum policy into practice. 
 
c) Control and discipline  
Teacher 3 used a different topic to prepare her learners for their argumentative and 
discursive essays before she introduced the actual topic. Her justification for this 
practice was that learners would “just regurgitate everything that you‟ve given them” 
instead of contributing original ideas (see Appendix XII:240): 
Whereas with these children, they‟ve got to be guided and then you must be very careful 
because you don‟t want children to reproduce what you have given them. I don‟t believe in 
that. That is why; I don‟t know if you noticed, I gave them a different topic to the one that I 
had discussed. Because they just regurgitate everything that you‟ve given them.  
 
Teacher 3 failed to realise that her teacher-centred practices, based on authoritarian 
discipline rather than empowerment of her learners (Fairclough 1989), was probably the 
cause of them regurgitating her ideas which they regarded as expert opinion. She did 
not question the possibility that her learners had already been socialised into such 
passive roles by her teaching practices. In addition, learners may copy as they do not 
have their own words as discourse outsiders (Gee 1996) and regurgitated writing is 
“trouble-free” discourse (Breen 1992 in Candlin & Mercer 2001).  
When Teacher 4 was asked about the training she received for the NCS and LO3, she 
presented a positive view of the training as “very, very nice and enjoyable .... Each 
group had to plan and then teach a lesson to the entire group” (see Appendix XIII:269). 
However, Teacher 4 related that all teachers attending the workshop stated that the 
method would be “impossible” and would cause “chaos”: 
... every teacher at the end of that session said to work with that in the classroom would 
be impossible. It‟s no way you could actually do that in the classroom without causing 
chaos. So when you do it with grown-ups, when you do it with adults and you do it in a 
controlled situation, it is fine... So we adapt the lessons and we change things to what 
works in the class.  
 
This again reflects resistance towards new teaching and learning approaches, and a 
concern for control and discipline which is evidenced in the Received Tradition. 
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5.5 Teachers classroom-writing practices: implications for HE 
As the focus of this study intended to explore the academic-writing practices extended 
to learners who are likely to advance into HE, the implications of classroom practices on 
their levels of preparedness are important considerations for academic-literacy 
practitioners in HE. The study‟s school academic-writing practices are a concern as 
research suggests that when learners complete their secondary schooling, they are 
often not equipped to cope with academic writing demands in HE (Silva & Matsuda 
2001, Harran 2006, Quinn 2007, Hendricks 2009).   
 
The learner text samples also indicated the level of the learners‟ preparedness as 
although most learners submitted mind-maps with their final drafts, they were superficial 
and the learners failed to use them to outline a structure for the essay. This indicated 
that these planning practices are not preparing learners for writing planning which is a 
concern for HE preparation practices. It appears that the mind-maps were only included 
to demonstrate compliance with observable features of LO3, rather than signalling any 
commitment to fundamental change in the teachers‟ writing practices. 
 
Hendrick‟s research reaches a similar conclusion to this study and sums up the 
widespread writing pedagogical dilemma, revealing that school-literacy practices  often 
do not support HE academic-writing success and that curriculum reform has not been 
embraced by most teachers (2009:12-13). In addition, Hendricks (2009) also finds that 
grammar rather than “critical language awareness... is widespread across the system”:  
 … in most South African language classrooms, … teachers privilege grammar exercises 
and personal, expressive extended writing… Despite language curriculum reform which 
includes critical language awareness and multimodality and advocates a genre 
approach, there is no sign that writing practices have been influenced by these more 
recent curriculum and pedagogical developments … These approaches, which do not 
begin to grapple with critical language awareness or genre or multiliteracies, 
characterise teachers‟ understanding of writing pedagogy and are evidence that a limited 
understanding of the new curriculum, and of writing pedagogy in particular, is 
widespread across the system. 
 
Hendrick‟s (2009:13) study‟s finding that teachers have “a limited understanding” of the 
NCS “and of writing pedagogy in particular” was confirmed by this study which showed 
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that teachers were not always familiar with LO3 and its ASs and acted selectively with 
implementing policy changes. In addition, they developed writing practices which made 
sense (Blignaut: 2008) to their understandings, beliefs and current teaching practices. 
Finally, they often adopted a deficit view of learners‟ abilities and tended to blame the 
learners‟ lack of ability for the apparent limited effectiveness when implementing 
suggested NCS writing practices.  
 
5.6 Study limitations 
As academic literacy is not a unitary, fixed and universal set of skills into which students 
and learners are initiated, the academic-writing practices of language teachers in senior 
secondary schools cannot include all discourse communities in preparation for HE 
writing practices. In other words, language teachers, like academic literacy teachers in 
HE, cannot be the only ones responsible for the teaching of different disciplinary 
discourses. Gee (1990:172) suggests that critical factors like process writing and 
feedback practices are context-dependent and best learnt by novices who witness their 
demonstration by experts within the specific disciplines. Therefore, the development of 
effective academic-writing practices should be integral to the curriculum for each subject 
discipline and writing should be taught in collaboration with discipline specialists 
(Jacobs 2007a). However, the contexts of culture at schools are similar to those in HE 
where the dominant belief is that students and learners can be sent on language 
courses to learn the generic skills of one, unified and universal literacy (Hyland 2002). 
This belief is based on the misconception that these generic, technical sets of skills are 
transferable to other subject disciplines and that academic language is fixed and 
unvariable (Quinn 1999, Boughey 2002, Hyland 2002). 
 
Therefore, to explore what language / literacy teachers do at senior secondary schools 
to prepare their learners for successful HE academic-writing practices is often to 
exclude the practice of collaboration with other subject teachers and the integration of 
teaching and learning of literacies with subject-specific curricula activities. The 
implication is that the development of writing and academic literacy should be an 
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integral part of each discipline and not only the courses conducted by language 
teachers. However, as long as teachers continue to subscribe to an autonomous model 
of literacy (Street 1984, 1993, 1995), there remains no urgency or incentive for them to 
collaborate with subject disciplines. 
 
Notwithstanding the impact of these limitations, teacher practices often continue to 
embed autonomous approaches in their teaching of academic literacies. However,  
Macdonald (1994:187 in Kuriloff 1996:498) promotes the view of learners and students 
developing as writers along a continuum where, firstly, they engage in non-academic 
writing; secondly, they develop the ability to produce generalised academic writing; 
thirdly, “novice approximations of particular disciplinary ways of making knowledge”; 
and, finally, “expert, insider prose” (Quinn 1999). From this perspective, it is argued that 
senior secondary school academic-writing practices should at least aspire towards 
learners producing generalised academic writing in preparation for HE academic-writing 
requirements. For example, the influence of the process writing approach has made 
teachers aware that writing involves recursive composing processes and this 
understanding has impacted on both L1 and L2 writing practices.  Although Reid (1993 
in Hyland 2002: 28-29) asserts that process activities occur during the writing process in 
most classrooms, these practices described below were not often evident during the 
study:   
Most teachers now set pre-writing activities to generate ideas about content and 
structure, encourage brainstorming and outlining, require multiple drafts, give extensive 
feedback, facilitate peer responses, delay surface corrections until the final editing, and 
display finished work.  
 
However, general skills can in some instances be transferred during the writing process, 
for example, analysing a topic by identifying key words; providing evidence to support 
arguments through including and acknowledging sources; using topic and supporting 
sentences in paragraphs and employing transitional expressions to create cohesion. 
Candlin (1999 in Hyland 2002: 60) also recognises writing competence as a marker of 
expert behaviour that has quite a few macro-features, including “the ability to tailor both 
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information and interpersonal aspects of messages to recipient needs and knowledge”. 
However, writing competence also includes micro-discursive acts such as “negotiating, 
formulating and mediating” (Candlin 1999 in Hyland 2002: 60). Therefore, although 
there strategies or generic skills, as well as general and local knowledge, which are 
transferable as writing expertise,  domain-specific knowledge of the target communities 
remains critical for successful academic writing. While the writer may have the generic 
skills, he/she has to become more familiar with the genres and conventions of the target 
community in order to establish writing expertise as a member of a discourse 
community.   
 
Moreover, feedback in the writing process has been identified as "an essential 
component of virtually every attempt to construct a model of the writing process" 
(Gaskill1987 in Hall 1990:43). Feedback creates the motive in writers to do something 
differently in their next draft (Sommers 1982, Urzua 1987:282). Therefore, writing 
pedagogy research has revealed that effective application of feedback in the writing 
process positively influences both writer attitude to writing and writing performance 
(Zamel 1982, Krashen 1984, Pratt 1990, Hyland 1990, Keh 1990, Berger 1991 in Ferris 
1995, Conrad & Goldstein 1999 in Ferris 2003, Ferris 2003, Ferris 2005:224). Ferris 
(2003:20), therefore, argues for feedback‟s “continued role in the composition 
classroom”.  
 
The dominant writing practices at the senior secondary schools that emerged during the 
study, however, impacted on academic-writing practices in the classroom and HE 
writing requirements. In particular, the influences of NCS requirements as perceived 
and implemented causally influenced writing practices. 
 
5.7 Conclusion 
This study, together with comparable research in South Africa by Quinn (1999), Harran 
(1994, 1999), Silva and Matsuda (2001:216), Boughey (2002), Blignaut (2008) and 
Hendricks (2009) have supported that curriculum innovation is often not readily and 
actively embraced, even by  teachers from well-resourced schools. Teachers often 
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remain rooted in their autonomous writing approaches favouring traditional writing 
methods with which they are familiar over curricula policies which could emancipate the 
learners academic-writing competencies for both HE and the world of work. In other 
words, teachers conserve their traditional methodologies which are predominantly 
informed by deficit views of learners‟ problems, selectively including new policy 
requirements which would create the impression of compliance, rather than 
fundamentally altering their approaches to pedagogy in the classroom and academic-
writing practices in particular. 
 
Although, the NCS was first introduced to the grade 10s in 2006, in 2009, the first cohort 
of NCS learners embarked on HE career pathways. Future research will need to 
monitor whether these learners are better able to cope with HE academic-writing 
requirements than those who were taught according to the previous curriculum. In 
addition, more studies are needed to explore the training teachers receive in 
preparation for implementing a new curriculum like the NCS as well as improved 
collaboration between language and content subject teachers to promote academic 
literacies, especially to benefit learners advancing into HE. Finally, the administrative 
and CASS assessment loads which are placed on teachers by the NCS requirements, 
together with the unsatisfactory matriculation results, have prompted the Minister Of 
Education to  rethink OBE for South African learners. These decisions, however, need 
to be based on solid research as the challenge for change may not be in the OBE 
curriculum per se.  
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APPENDIX I: Requesting permission from DoE 
Director of Education 
Port Elizabeth District 
14 April 2009 
 
Dear Mrs Mbopa 
Permission to conduct research at schools 
I am currently a lecturer at NMMU and I am conducting research for an MA (English) 
Applied Languages. My research involves a careful study of the teaching of academic 
writing (Learning Outcome 3) in grades 10 – 12, English First Additional Language in 
the new National Curriculum Statement. 
The title of the dissertation is: 
Implementing the NCS classroom writing practices in grade 11: implications for 
academic writing in Higher Education 
The significance of this study is that it is hoped it will improve writing practices in 
schools in preparation for the demands of academic writing in Higher Education. 
The schools which I wish to visit from Monday 11th May to Friday 29th May are: 
 Northern Areas Secondary School and 
 Former model C Secondary School  
I am in the process of securing ethics approval from the university and I will apply to 
these schools individually once I have obtained your permission. All candidates will be 
treated with the utmost respect and their names will be kept out of the research study so 
that they remain completely anonymous. 
I would really appreciate a prompt response to this request. 
Yours sincerely 
 
RA Townsend (Student No: 206465880) 
Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University 
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APPENDIX II: Permission granted by DoE 
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APPENDIX III: Requesting permission from schools 
28 April 2009      Rod Townsend 
MA (English) Applied Languages 
NMMU 
Supervisor: Dr Marcelle Harran 
Email: rod.townsend@nmmu.ac.za 
Phone: 041-504 1174 
The Principal 
Former Model C School 
Port Elizabeth 
 
Dear 
Permission to conduct research at your school 
As a Masters student at NMMU, I am conducting a study which requires me to observe two grade 11 (English 
Home and First Additional Language) teachers from two different senior schools. The time period which I am 
envisaging is from 11 May to 29 May but I will probably only have to spend about two to four periods with each 
teacher. 
My research focus is on academic writing and I would be interested in observing the writing practices which make 
up one academic essay in grade 11. Hence I would want to observe all lessons related to the one assignment, 
depending on how many lessons are actually spent teaching the one academic essay. My study will also include an 
interview with the teacher and the collection of a few samples of learners’ writing for the essay. 
This study examines the influence that LO3 of the NCS may have on the teaching of academic writing in senior 
schools. The research findings aim to recommend approaches to improve the writing practices in the FET phase of 
the NCS and, subsequently, enhance the HE entry-level academic literacies of students.   
As the academic writing competencies of many students entering Higher Education (HE) are poor and often remain 
so throughout their HE careers, an understanding of the common trends in classroom writing practices at schools 
could also inform academic literacy practitioners in HE. This study will address this concern by describing: 
 The extent to which teachers value the beliefs and practices upon which the new curriculum is based.  
 The practices teachers use to “make sense” of and implement LO3. 
 The learner writing samples to identify teacher classroom writing practices. 
 
An application to the NMMU Ethics Committee for approval to conduct the research at the selected schools has 
been approved. Permission has also been granted by the Department of Education. We are now seeking approval 
from the principals and governing bodies of the schools selected. Finally, the teachers, parents and learners will be 
allowed to volunteer for the research and will be given written guarantees of confidentiality and the rights to 
withdraw from the study at any time. Letters of background information and consent will be drafted for all 
participants.  
My supervisor (Dr Marcelle Harran) and I would sincerely appreciate it if you would grant permission for this 
research to be conducted at your school. Please let me know when it would be suitable to meet so that my 
research requirements may be discussed in more detail with your teachers. 
I can be contacted at: Telephone: 041 5041174 / Email: rod.townsend@nmmu.ac.za 
PO Box 20474, Humewood, Port Elizabeth, 6013   
Sincerely 
Rod Townsend 
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APPENDIX IV: Initial interview guideline 
Guidelines for Initial interview with teachers 
 DoE: Permission has been granted for the research by the DoE and letter has been 
included with documents. 
 Research topic: Focus is on Learning Outcome 3; to observe and describe what‟s 
happening – not evaluate! 
Grade 11 (comparative study with other school; learners closer to completing Secondary 
education and starting Higher Education (HE)). 
 
 Ethics requirements (copies of documentation): Each teacher gives three forms to 
the sample of five students (three documents: covering letter to parents; covering letter 
to learner and informed consent form for parent and learner). Covering letters and 
consent forms to be signed. 
Each teacher receives a covering letter and informed consent form – both must be 
signed. 
All participants and schools to remain anonymous and all information gathered to be 
kept confidential. 
 
 Classroom observation requirements; duration: ONE cognitively challenging 
academic writing assignment (eg: explaining, persuading, arguing, informing or 
analysing; pp30-31 NCS, 200 – 250 words First Additional). Idea is to observe and 
describe writing practices which are closer to cognitively challenging academic writing in 
HE. 
All lessons related to this one assignment to be observed, depending on the time the 
teacher allocates to it (could be one or two to three lessons).  
Dates: (preferably last two or three weeks in May); times of lessons are needed as well. 
 
 Requirements for writing samples: All documents relating to the one 
assignment: eg: handouts given to learners, rubrics or other assessment instruments 
used by teacher.  
Each teacher chooses FIVE learners who have the potential / are likely to proceed to 
HE. All documentation relating to the writing task will be collected. 
 
 Teacher interviews after observation which will be taped; length of interviews:
 Interviews to be conducted as soon as possible after all lessons on academic 
assignment have been observed. Interviews can be done before teacher has given final 
assessment. Duration: 25 – 30 minutes 
 
 Research triangulation: Copies of transcripts will be made available to the teacher 
for any comments. 
 
 Questions 
 
 Contact details of teachers: Phone:  email: 
 
Cell: 
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APPENDIX V: Initial interview at former Model C School 
 
Date: 5th May 2009  Time: 11:25 to 12:00 
Teacher 1 (English First Additional) and Teacher 2 (English Home Language)  
Documents handed out: One set for each teacher: 
 Information sheet with research requirements 
 Covering letter for teacher 
 Covering letter for parents 
 Covering letter for learners 
 Informed consent form for teachers 
 Informed consent form for parents and learners 
 
HoD has suggested a Grade 12 (Home Language) group who will start with an essay on 
Othello. These students have begun reading the play and have been given a list of shorter 
questions. This will, however, lead to a full essay and would probably involve more than three 
lessons. She has also stated that I would probably be allocated another teacher whose learners 
are in the stream which is more suited to advance into HE. She agreed to convey all the 
information and ethics documents to the teacher. Marie also stated that they will be having an 
English group meeting where they will discuss my requirements and she will get back to me. 
She hinted that because of the different levels of competence among the learners of the 
different classes, they may not all be using the same writing approaches for the Othello essay. 
Teacher 1 (English First Additional) has agreed to accommodate me for a grade 11 class and 
mentioned that they use a process approach which will therefore take about three lessons. He 
wants to begin these lessons next week and will therefore get back to me about the lesson 
dates and times. 
Both teachers were happy with the promise of confidentiality and appeared to be willing to 
accommodate my research requirements. My only concern is that the HoD wants to give me a 
grade 12 class because she says they have already completed their term‟s writing assignments 
for grade 11.  
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APPENDIX VI: Initial interview at Northern Areas School 
 
Date: 8th May 2009  Time: 08:10 to 09:45 
Teacher 3 (English First Additional) and Teacher 4 (English Home Language) 
Documents handed out: One set for each teacher: 
 Information sheet with research requirements 
 Covering letter for teacher 
 Covering letter for parents 
 Covering letter for learners 
 Informed consent form for teachers 
 Informed consent form for parents and learners 
 
 
First Additional Language (Teacher 3) 
Mrs Barnes was also very reluctant to accommodate my requests. She also insisted 
that her written work for the second term was done. She claimed that the school used 
these written tasks to get the learners to attend school during April when there were 
many short weeks because of the public holidays. In fact, she said that their original 
writing paper (Paper 3) for the June exam had already been written! 
 
She eventually agreed to do a literature essay with the grade 11 class as she was under 
the impression that I only wanted an argumentative essay which she had already done 
with the learners. 
 
She has also agreed to send the dates and times when she will be doing these lessons. 
 
Home Language (Teacher 4): 
She was very reluctant to accommodate my request and claimed that her academic 
writing tasks have already been concluded for the second term, even though this was 
only the first week of the second month of the term. 
 
After much persuasion she agreed to accommodate us by teaching a literature essay 
which learners will have to answer with an academic written response. She was more 
inclined to giving me samples of learners‟ writing and departmental documentation on 
writing in grades 11 and 12. 
 
She has promised to send me the dates and times of the lessons to be taught. 
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APPENDIX VII: Guidelines for observation of lessons 
 
Guidelines for observation of teachers’ academic writing practices in grade 11 and 12 
(NCS: English Home and First Additional Language) 
 
1. Has the lesson been properly planned for in the teacher‟s work schedule? Is it spread 
over a few lessons to allow for the development of the writing process? 
2. Instructions to learners: Are the instructions for the academic essay clear and complete? 
Are the topic instructions explicit enough for the learners to understand the challenges of 
the task? Does the teacher discuss the instructions with the learners to ensure that they 
have understood the topic? 
3. Does the English teacher integrate academic writing with other content subjects? Does 
she/he collaborate with the teachers of those subjects to develop the learners‟ discourse 
for a particular discipline? Is there any evidence of writing across the curriculum (WAC) 
and writing within the discipline (WiD)?  
4. Does the teacher align the learning outcomes of the writing task with the assessment 
criteria and are these shown to the learners via a rubric in keeping with outcomes based 
assessment (OBA)? 
5. Are the learners taught how to analyse the essay task? How to identify key words? 
6. Are the rhetorical aspects of academic writing discussed: audience, purpose and 
context?  
7. Are opportunities provided for pre-writing techniques like brainstorming, mind maps and 
essay plans? 
8. Structuring of assignments: Do learners get the opportunity to plan their essays: 
introduction, body paragraphs and conclusion? 
9. Are the learners made aware of the processes involved in academic writing: pre-writing; 
first drafts; revision of drafts; editing etc. 
10. Are the learners taught how to conduct research for academic purposes? How to make 
notes? Referencing and plagiarism? 
11. Does the teacher explain coherence and cohesion; appropriate style?  
12. Are opportunities provided for learners to review one another‟s draft copies (peer 
review)?  
13. Does the teacher review first drafts? What feedback is given on these drafts? Are the 
learners incorporating these comments into their final drafts? 
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APPENDIX VIII: Lesson observation schedule  
 
Research lesson observation schedule 
Lesson observation schedule 1 2 3 4 5 Comments 
Lesson schedule planning 
 teaching plan integration 
 duration  
      
Learner essay instructions: 
 clear + complete 
 topic instructions explicit 
 discussion 
      
Essay integration (CBI) 
Collaboration? 
 
      
Assessment criteria / Los   
 Aligned with writing task 
 Rubric 
 Discussion 
      
Essay topic analysis:  
 keywords explanation 
 topic discussion 
      
Audience  
Purpose  
Context  
      
 
Pre-writing processes 
 brainstorming   
 mind maps  
 plans 
      
Essay structuring 
 Introduction  
 Sub – topics: body 
paragraphs 
 Conclusion 
      
Essay writing processes 
 drafting  
 revision 
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Research skills 
 note-taking  
 referencing  
 plagiarism 
      
Academic register  
Coherence / Cohesion 
      
Peer revision 
 
      
Composing processes 
 Drafting 
 revision  
 feedback (Teacher / Peers) 
      
 
1 = No / 2 = Some / 3 = Average / 4 = Good / 5 = Excellent 
  
153 
 
APPENDIX IX: Interview questions for teachers 
 
1. Describe the training that you received to prepare yourself for implementation of the new 
curriculum? You can focus on the teaching of English if you wish. 
2. a)  What are you comfortable with / not comfortable with when teaching the new 
curriculum? 
b) What are your reasons for the above? 
3. With particular reference to Learning Outcome 3: Writing and  Presenting:  
a) What do you consider to be the strengths of this outcome?   
b) What do you consider to be the weaknesses of this outcome?  
4. What do you consider an improvement in LO3 compared to the previous curriculum? 
Give reasons for your answer.  
5. What changes have you observed in your learners‟ academic writing with the 
introduction of LO3 of the NCS? Explain your answer. 
6. What is your perception of your implementation of LO3? 
7. What do you think are the critical factors for successful academic writing at schools? 
8. Describe the approach you generally use to teach academic essay writing to the grade 
11s /12s. 
9. What would you do the same / differently if you had to once again teach the writing 
lessons which I observed?  
10. What classroom writing practices in senior secondary schools help to prepare students 
for academic writing in higher education? 
11. What impact/effect did the classroom observation have on you, your lesson and the 
learners? 
12. How could the data collection process be improved? 
 
 
 
 
I, ….........................., accept that the transcribed notes above are a true and fair reflection of the 
interview that took place between Rod Townsend and me. 
 
Date: ………………………………….. Place: Port Elizabeth 
 
Signature:………………………………………………………. 
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APPENDIX X: Data former Model C: Teacher 1  
 
English First Additional Language Grade 11 
Former Model C School 
Teacher 1 
 
 
 Guidelines for Observation Schedule 
 Observation Notes: lessons 1, 2 and 3  
 Observation Schedule 
 Transcribed interview notes 
 Assessment rubric 
 Essay assignment 
 Learner samples 
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Observation Schedule 
 
Guidelines for observation of teachers’ academic writing practices in grade 11 (NCS: 
English First Additional Language) 
 
1. Has the lesson been properly planned for in the teacher‟s work schedule? Is it spread 
over a few lessons to allow for the development of the writing process? 
2. Instructions to learners: Are the instructions for the academic essay clear and complete? 
Are the topic instructions explicit enough for the learners to understand the challenges of 
the task? Does the teacher discuss the instructions with the learners to ensure that they 
have understood the topic? 
3. Does the English teacher integrate academic writing with other content subjects? Does 
she/he collaborate with the teachers of those subjects to develop the learners‟ discourse 
for a particular discipline? Is there any evidence of writing across the curriculum (WAC) 
and writing within the discipline (WiD)?  
4. Does the teacher align the learning outcomes of the writing task with the assessment 
criteria and are these shown to the learners via a rubric in keeping with outcomes based 
assessment (OBA)? 
5. Are the learners taught how to analyse the essay task? How to identify key words? 
6. Are the rhetorical aspects of academic writing discussed: audience, purpose and 
context?  
7. Are opportunities provided for pre-writing techniques like brainstorming, mind maps and 
essay plans? 
8. Structuring of assignments: Do learners get the opportunity to plan their essays: 
introduction, body paragraphs and conclusion? 
9. Are the learners made aware of the processes involved in academic writing: pre-writing; 
first drafts; revision of drafts; editing etc. 
10. Are the learners taught how to conduct research for academic purposes? How to make 
notes? Referencing and plagiarism? 
11. Does the teacher explain coherence and cohesion; appropriate style?  
12. Are opportunities provided for learners to review one another‟s draft copies (peer 
review)?  
13. Does the teacher review first drafts? What feedback is given on these drafts? Are the 
learners incorporating these comments into their final drafts? 
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Observation notes: Lesson 1 (Teacher 1) 
 
English First Additional Language:                       Grade 11 
Former Model C Secondary School: 11 May 2009:  12:25 
Teacher 1: An experienced, senior male teacher 
Essay type: Persuasive / Argumentative 
 
Topic:  Cellphones – Should they be allowed at school? 
 
 Class size = 7 learners: 6 male and 1 female (probably not typical of most other schools 
where First Additional is taught) 
 Classroom arranged in an interesting U-shape which allows the teacher to liaise more 
closely with learners 
 Teacher clearly mentions the process approach in his introduction 
 Assessment Rubric handed out to learners and teacher explains how rubric works 
(Section A: Rubric for assessing an essay – First Additional Language (50 marks) 
DoE/Examination Guidelines 2009) 
 The word planning is strongly emphasized  
 Teacher points out that he wants “to see evidence of changes/editing on rough draft” 
and “work on thoughts and ideas”. 
 Topic – see handout – Cellphones – should they be allowed at schools? 
 Procedure explained: Brainstorm together in class then learners go home and do rough 
draft. 
 Learners reminded that rough draft must be edited. 
 In response to a question, teacher says learners may type out their rough drafts but he 
prefers their final drafts to be handwritten as it would be in the exam. (This could pose a 
problem in that learners will eventually have to write it out and not enjoy the benefit of 
working on a computer … as in HE) 
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 Planning: Brainstorm activity – learners allowed “5 minutes” but actually became a 
teacher-centred activity. 
 Handout gives information: Remember to show * your planning / brainstorm 
*Rough draft of your essay   * neat, final draft 
 Handout does not emphasize Revise (revision) of draft nor does it mention select 
(selection) of ideas from brainstorm and Order (ordering) of ideas. 
 Teacher does not allow for free flow of ideas during brainstorming – keeps questioning 
the validity of learners‟ ideas. When one learner suggested cell phones at school could 
be useful for quick internet access, teacher questioned whether teachers would have 
control over such activities. 
 No discussion of research, note-taking, plagiarism, audience, purpose or context. 
 Activity lends itself perfectly for creating a contextualised setting where learners‟ essay 
could be presented to the school – maybe via the school magazine – but this was not 
discussed. 
 Tended to be very much teacher-centred discourse even though the learners showed 
clearly that they had some interesting contributions to make 
 Teacher could allow for the development of more cognitively challenging activities. At 
times one felt learners need to be given more challenges. 
 No discussion of essay structure was mentioned at this stage: introduction; body; 
conclusion nor was there any discussion of selection and structuring of body 
paragraphs; nor did they discuss how the number of body paragraphs can influence the 
length of the essay, which is a requirement for them to consider. Structure (intro, body 
conclusion) was covered later. 
 There was a good focus on analysis of the topic – emphasized “cellphones at school”. 
 Links with other subjects/discipline areas not covered 
 Start of rough draft: one learner (only female) said topic was confusing but teacher kept 
her on track. 
 Teacher spoke about paragraphing: each having one main idea and different ideas for 
each paragraph. 
 Structure: Introduction and three main ideas (paragraphs) and closing paragraph 
 Speaks of a short introduction but does not go into detail though nor does he talk about 
the ordering of ideas in the body. 
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 Teacher needed to give more explanation on supporting and developing information in 
paragraphs. 
 Teacher mentioned that they “might not use half of the things jotted down” in their 
planning. 
 Also said they can even work on the body first 
 Although there was much discussion (teacher-centred), there was very little writing 
activity and some learners had only written down what they thought the teacher wanted 
on their planning sheets. 
 Teacher may need to guide learners on how to deal with both positives and negatives in 
structure – some learners showed confusion about this. 
 No talk about register; coherence  and cohesion 
 Three main ideas: learners reminded that they are allowed to use their own ideas and 
not only those on handout. Towards end of lesson learners asked to write down their 3 
main ideas. 
 Teacher emphasized that everything will be handed in together at the end of the 
process: planning; rough draft; final draft. Teacher told them to “make sure your planning 
is adequate”.  Also emphasized “evidence of planning as per assessment rubric”. 
 Said intro could have: “some general comment … then entice reader to read further” 
 Teacher says “Tomorrow all planning must be done and we will then write the rough 
draft in class”. They must “complete brainstorm; decide on structure, and tomorrow write 
the rough draft”. 
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Observation notes: Lesson 2 (Teacher 1) 
English First Additional Language:                       Grade 11 
Former Model C Secondary School: 12 May 2009:  13:20 
Teacher 1: An experienced, senior male teacher 
Essay type: Persuasive / Argumentative 
Topic:  Cellphones – Should they be allowed at school? 
 Lesson 2 commenced the very next day after lesson 1 
 Learners to start writing rough draft – paragraph formation 
 Teacher wants “Heading” as per handout and “Write introductory paragraph … about 3 -
4 lines” and have to take it up to teacher individually when done. (Why could this not be 
written at home first?) 
 No differentiation made between topic and title. 
 “3 paragraph body to follow” – Teacher seems to be adopting a scaffolding approach. 
 Introduction: Teacher gives example: “Yes I believe cellphones should be allowed …” 
Says this is called the Direct Approach. Or “you can use an anecdote … a little story. Or 
“a dialogue”. “Many ways you can start an introduction: can even have a situation or 
incident eg. “Cellphone rings”. Or “can make a general comment about cellphones”. 
 Some learners asked about how certain words are spelt and teacher obliged by telling 
them. Could have used this opportunity to speak about proof-reading and editing as later 
order concerns. 
 Teacher does not check homework – planning; structure of essay. 
 Teacher calls up learners individually to check progress with intro‟s and to give 
feedback. (Researcher will ask teacher in the interview how he would have done this 
with a larger class?) 
 Teacher reminds learners that it‟s a rough draft so they can make changes – but calls it 
“editing”. 
 Teacher tells one learner that he does not have to tell reader what he is going to write 
about in the intro – “just write about it!” Teacher needs to allow for faster workers to carry 
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on instead of waiting for others – told them to carry on with body later … only when 
learners started chatting to one another. 
 Teacher tends to spend most of time correcting language errors and the like in the intro 
but some concern for content as well. 
 Assessment Rubric combines “Content and Planning”; “Language, Style and Editing” 
but no allowance for revision – conflates with editing. 
 Editing is seen as part of the process of redrafting (revision) at this early stage in the 
writing process! 
 Time management: Spent nearly 40 minutes on intro activity. Faster more challenging 
pace may be needed. Refer to Assessment Rubric which allows for more discussion on: 
“insight into topic”; “planning and / or drafting has produced a well crafted essay” 
(Content). 
 Could also be discussing Style, tone and register (Language, Style and Editing); and 
coherent development of topic (structure). More time needs to be spent on above by 
teacher as learners have to complete rough draft on own for homework – or teacher 
needs to devote another class to writing of rough drafts and reviewing of efforts. 
 Approach is one of teacher as „expert‟ and learners not empowered to construct, review, 
self-edit etc. 
 At end of lesson teacher realised the gap that exists in his planning and sais another 
lesson may be needed to complete rough draft in class before they do final draft at 
home. 
Lesson 3: 
 Teacher eventually had another lesson during which the same process was followed: 
learners wrote the body paragraphs and took them up individually for feedback from 
the teacher. Teacher focuses on errors and learner goes back to re-write it. 
 Learners could have been tasked with having to complete their rough drafts for 
homework and then bring to class for reviewing exercises. 
 Teacher does not allow for any peer reviewing of rough drafts. 
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Research lesson observation schedule (Teacher 1) 
Essay type: 
Lesson no: 
Date: 
School: 
Lesson observation schedule 1 2 3 4 5 Comments 
1. Lesson schedule planning 
 
teaching plan integration 
duration  
  X    
2. Learner essay instructions 
 
clear + complete 
topic instructions explicit 
discussion 
   X   
3. Essay integration (CBI) 
 
Collaboration? 
  
 
X      
4. Assessment criteria / Los   
Aligned with writing task 
Rubric 
Discussion 
   X   
5. Essay topic analysis  
 
keywords explanation 
topic discussion 
  X    
6. Audience  
 
Purpose  
 
Context  
 X     
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7. Pre-writing processes 
 
brainstorming   
mind maps  
plans 
  X    
8. Essay structuring 
Introduction  
 
Sub – topics: body paragraphs 
 
 Conclusion 
 X     
9. Essay writing processes 
 
drafting  
 
revision 
 X     
10. Research skills 
 
note-taking  
 
referencing  
 
plagiarism 
X      
11. Academic register  
 
Coherence / 
Cohesion 
X      
12. Peer revision 
 
 X     
13. Composing processes 
Drafting 
revision  
feedback (Teacher / Peers) 
  X    
1 = No / 2 = Some / 3 = Average / 4 = Good / 5 = Excellent  
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Interview with Teacher 1: English First Additional: (Former Model C school) 
1 Describe the training that you received to prepare yourself for implementation of the new 
curriculum? You can focus on the teaching of English if you wish. 
We attended about a three or four day course at UPE … that was quite thorough I think. And if 
you are already in the field there wasn‟t much in the English that had changed … perhaps just 
the slant here and there. So I found that was more than adequate … that was good enough.  I 
was happy with the training. 
Training was given by the DoE but they obviously had different speakers on the different 
sections; on the different components of the English teaching. 
And any materials that were given out at these workshops? 
Yes we got handbooks and all sorts of things …guidelines and all that. 
2. a) What are you comfortable with / not comfortable with when teaching the new 
curriculum? 
b) What are your reasons for the above?  
 
I‟m not uncomfortable with any part actually … you mean between literature, language and so 
on? Or what do you mean?  
Just in general with the new curriculum being introduced. 
I‟m quite comfortable because as I say there have not been many changes in Language really 
… just minor little things here and there or a mark here and there. Or just a way of looking at it 
differently … I think it‟s going to take a little bit of getting used to all the different rubrics and that 
sort of thing … and the marking things because that‟s quite involved. Nothing I can‟t bridge … 
3. With particular reference to Learning Outcome 3: Writing and  Presenting:  
a) What do you consider to be the strengths of this outcome?   
b) What do you consider to be the weaknesses of this outcome?  
 
With the prescriptions you mean? 
Like you know you have the Learning Outcome 3 and its assessment standards … how have 
you found … 
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I think they are quite fine as far as I‟m concerned … I think there are enough … there is at least 
now more sort of guidance given as to what to expect from especially … you know your second 
type of writing, your section B type of writing (the longer transactional writing ) and section C 
type of writing (the shorter transactional writing). And also the guidelines of the marking grids 
and so on. And I mean the essay type of writing is basically the same as what it was … so you 
see there isn‟t much that‟s changed with the English so it‟s difficult to answer this because it‟s 
not as though something new had been brought in in a sense … it‟s just that there‟s far more 
clarity I think now that we know what to expect in Section B, what to expect in Section C.  
So that would be strength … 
… that‟s a strength in that there‟s more clarity, and there‟s more guidance in terms of the 
marking … how we should mark. 
And any weaknesses? 
 I just think if you follow the grids very closely  … I find they tend to penalise the child a little bit 
… I think the marks are lower than we would normally have given when you basically assess 
from the other grid. Now that you are looking at for example the content etc and giving a mark 
for that and a mark for the presentation and a mark for the language usage separately, you tend 
to … it tends to penalise the child a little bit I felt. 
And you feel that‟s a negative… 
It‟s not harsh but its … the child gets a lower mark than I think I would‟ve given . 
4 What do you consider an improvement in LO3 compared to the previous curriculum? 
Give reasons for your answer.   
I think the expectation that the child has to deliver a plan … and he‟s done a rough draft … he‟s 
done his plan his rough draft. He should‟ve got to a point where he‟s edited his rough draft and I 
think that‟s structured it more. It takes a long time though. It stretches out the writing process a 
bit more, especially if you want them to do it all in class. You actually need to plan. You actually 
need to sit down and think what you going to do, organise your ideas and then write … and also 
to edit. But they are very lax in doing that … underlining and correcting. 
5 What changes have you observed in your learners‟ academic writing with the 
introduction of LO3 of the NCS? Explain your answer. 
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I can‟t say that the quality has gone up. I think the major problem is their  lack of reading and 
their lack of background knowledge and they not … the kids nowadays want quick access with 
… cell phones and to sms. They don‟t want to sit and write long pieces. So I don‟t think it‟s 
improved. Your weaker child is still struggling. Your good child would still have done well, you 
know so I don‟t think it has helped in a sense to really improve the writing. Those kids are not … 
they not willing … it‟s like you forcing them to write. (Laughs). They want to communicate faster 
than that.  
Other than the planning that you mentioned… that you can see at least now… that they commit 
to that… 
That‟s the only thing that can perhaps … that they are forced to plan and so on … but the end 
result … they are still a bit … I don‟t know … as if they are not really concerned with delivering 
work of quality. 
And it has not necessarily deteriorated either …? 
No I don‟t think it has deteriorated but it‟s stayed pretty the same. Only spelling has deteriorated 
(laughs). 
6 What is your perception of your implementation of LO3? 
 
I think I adhere to what is expected … I think the implementation  … you need to try and stay 
enthusiastic, obviously . You need to try and encourage and lead and push and shove and 
whatever else. And I think it also depends on how … how dynamic you are and … whether you 
are going to give them topics and discuss it with them. Something that‟s relevant maybe. But 
otherwise I don‟t know … you‟ve sort of have to stand on your head and whistle … (laughs)  to 
get them to concentrate … to really be enthused by it… I think the teachers stick very much to 
what they want us to do as far as implementation … 
So you don‟t find yourself adapting it to your own way …? 
Within the framework yes I would obviously adapt it to suit my style or … but I think very much 
… the requirements are. 
 
7 What do you think are the critical factors for successful academic writing at schools? 
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I think the most important thing is that you have to connect with the level of the child wherever 
he is. Especially in an Additional Language … the child isn‟t always in a position where he hears 
the language often or even speaks it after school. In our case at (names school) I think it‟s quite 
remarkable because most of our Afrikaans learners are very bilingual on a verbal level … or on 
an oral level. But when it comes to writing they have difficulty expressing themselves in a written 
format. They can communicate quite easily when you don‟t have to see the spelling … the word 
gets to be spelt as it sounds but it‟s not spelt like that. So I think they hear enough English here 
to actually have quite a good vocabulary but when it comes to putting it down into writing it does 
not come out the right way. 
So besides connecting with them at the right level, are there any other factors that would be 
essential if you want them to succeed in academic writing? 
I think their lack of reading and their lack of general knowledge. I think it‟s a massive lack of 
general knowledge. They don‟t see the written word so it doesn‟t mean … anything. And I think 
that rubs off onto all their subjects because if English is your medium of language so … of some 
form, so … I think their reading is a major problem.  
And any critical writing activities that you think are important if they are going to succeed in 
academic writing? 
 I think that the syllabus covers all of that in a sense … all the expectations of what they wanted 
to write I think covers the range  …which I think are quite essential. 
8 Describe the approach you generally use to teach academic essay writing to the grade 
11s /12s. 
 
Well obviously first of all to connect with them I think you need to introduce the topic without 
saying “Now today we are writing about this”. So to start a general conversation or to broach the 
subject, getting them involved in a discussion and using that as a basis of what your topic is 
going to be. So I think in a sense you can be quite creative … you can lead them into a direction 
you want them to go … where you actually want the topic to be, by discussing it with them and 
actually stimulating them either with pictures or short film clip, or poem or whatever it is. But I 
think stimulus is important even if it‟s just a picture maybe … that you need to get them onto a 
wavelength and from there I think discuss and go around the topic and then into the planning. 
Which you do in class as well? 
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Yes, I think it should all be done in class. 
After the planning, what would be the next step? 
Well then they go into their rough drafts. In other words, they do a first draft of their final. There‟s 
where I say they are supposed to show signs of editing it themselves but most of them are so 
weak they can‟t edit for example … but the spelling errors. So they might make a change here 
or there or realise they‟ve made a spelling mistake. So the editing side … I just find it quite 
frustrating that you tell them you should have perhaps edited it more closely … but they wouldn‟t 
have known. They don‟t realise that that thing is actually a spelling error. Or even if they edited it 
they would just read over it again. So I often say to them why don‟t you show it to your mom or 
let your dad read it, or someone else read it just to see. But I don‟t think they go that far.  
And after that? 
It goes into the final draft. They then hand it in for assessment. Then it goes back to them. 
Normally we have a talk on the sort of general errors that came from that… obviously to try and 
avoid that in the future. 
I noticed in your lesson that you also gave out the rubric at the beginning of the lesson? 
I think the rubric … more and more now that we‟ve got that rubric … I show them because they 
often wonder why am I doing so badly … why am I only getting this. Well then I say look at the 
rubric  … now you can see that if you want a good mark, what are the expectations on the 
rubric. It‟s important that they can see that so they can say well … actually I‟m not giving you a 
mark you are earning a mark because I‟m going according to that grid and you‟re falling into that 
category over there. So they can sort of become accountable for their mark because they just 
say but you gave me low marks and I tell them I did not give you marks you earned them. 
9 What would you do the same / differently if you had to once again teach the writing 
lessons which I observed?  
 
You know the things of that particular moment … because you might just be in a different mood 
at that particular moment  … or suddenly something comes to your mind … I think it‟s just so … 
you can‟t be prescriptive in that … if I did it again I would probably tackle it differently, I don‟t 
know. Perhaps we would first have someone getting out his cell and phoning somebody. And 
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then say how that would be an interruption for example and see the reality of the thing. So … 
one could have perhaps done it that way … there are many different ways. 
But the general teaching approach… planning ? 
I think that would be a basic thing … your discussion, input, thrashing around the topic, going 
into your rough drafts your final drafts. I think that is basically sort of prescribed in a sense. I 
think the main point is to capture the interest in the beginning and to hone in onto the topic. 
10 What classroom writing practices in senior secondary schools help to prepare students 
for academic writing in higher education? 
 
You talking about practical application … sort of? 
Whatever writing practices are being conducted at schools which will help prepare learners for 
HE? 
I suppose more the things that you would apply rather than sort of creative writing. I think 
creative writing is something that is quite special with certain kids that have a feel for the 
language and a feel for poetry or imagery or something like that. So perhaps the more practical 
thing like a letter writing or a memo writing … or taking minutes. Things that they might use in 
life later on. I don‟t think many of them think of them sitting down later on and writing a 
composition for example. But I think perhaps through the composition you can perhaps build 
things like argumentative techniques, … things like that which they can also use. Although the 
composition as such they won‟t perhaps write later. But being able to capture something in a 
nutshell or condense something or summarise something. I think that sort of writing is far more 
of value and practical that they would probably use in life later. 
But some of the writing they actually doing at the moment in school … are they beneficial for 
learners when they go on to HE? 
Well in terms of the syllabus the transactional writing … that would be more beneficial I think 
than the creative writing.  
And the discursive / argumentative writing? 
The discursive/argumentative comes into your composition writing. But as I say they can learn 
the techniques of discussion or argumentative writing. But they not really ever going to sit and 
write down are they? They gonna perhaps argue verbally. 
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But they do write academic essays in HE … 
You see the children that are going to go through to HE (Those are the one‟s I‟m focusing on )… 
I think they can apply most of that. Because if you are going to have to do an expository or 
discursive or whatever writing … that‟s something that they perhaps are going to have to use as 
well.  The weaker ones … they need more the transactional type of writing. 
11 What impact/effect did the classroom observation have on you, your lesson and the 
learners? 
 
The fact that you were there? (Yes!) I don‟t think that really had an impact as such. They were 
being the same naughty kids (laughs). You saw exactly what goes on in a class. Ja I didn‟t try 
and make it artificial or anything like that. I think that‟s pretty much what a class is like these 
days. 
12 How could the data collection process be improved? 
I had no problem with that … I don‟t mind that. It‟s just that the time now is a little bit difficult with 
exams. 
Thanks so much for your contributions. I really do appreciate them. 
I, ….................................., accept that the transcribed notes above are a true and fair reflection 
of the interview that took place between Rod Townsend and me. 
 
Date: ………………………………….. Place: Port Elizabeth 
Signature:………………………………………………………. 
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171 
 
Essay assignment (Teacher 1) 
172 
 
Learner A: samples (Teacher 1) 
 
173 
 
Learner A (Teacher 1) 
 
174 
 
Learner A (Teacher 1) 
 
175 
 
Learner A (Teacher 1) 
 
176 
 
Learner A (Teacher 1) 
 
177 
 
Learner B: Samples (Teacher 1) 
 
178 
 
Learner B (Teacher 1) 
 
179 
 
Learner B (Teacher 1) 
  
180 
 
Learner B (Teacher 1) 
 
181 
 
Learner B (Teacher 1) 
 
182 
 
Learner C: Samples (Teacher 1) 
 
 
183 
 
Learner C (Teacher 1) 
 
 
184 
 
Learner C (Teacher 1) 
 
 
185 
 
Learner C (Teacher 1) 
 
 
186 
 
Learner C (Teacher 1)  
 
 
187 
 
Learner D: Samples (Teacher 1) 
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APPENDIX XI: Data former Model C: Teacher 2 
 
English Home Language Grade 12 
Former Model C School 
Teacher 2 
 
 
 Guidelines for Observation Schedule 
 Observation Notes: lessons 1, 2 and 3  
 Observation Schedule 
 Transcribed interview notes 
 Assessment rubric 
 Essay assignment 
 Learner samples 
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Observation Schedule 
 
Guidelines for observation of teachers’ academic writing practices in grade 11 and 12 
(NCS: English Home and First Additional Language) 
 
1. Has the lesson been properly planned for in the teacher‟s work schedule? Is it spread 
over a few lessons to allow for the development of the writing process? 
2. Instructions to learners: Are the instructions for the academic essay clear and complete? 
Are the topic instructions explicit enough for the learners to understand the challenges of 
the task? Does the teacher discuss the instructions with the learners to ensure that they 
have understood the topic? 
3. Does the English teacher integrate academic writing with other content subjects? Does 
she/he collaborate with the teachers of those subjects to develop the learners‟ discourse 
for a particular discipline? Is there any evidence of writing across the curriculum (WAC) 
and writing within the discipline (WiD)?  
4. Does the teacher align the learning outcomes of the writing task with the assessment 
criteria and are these shown to the learners via a rubric in keeping with outcomes based 
assessment (OBA)? 
5. Are the learners taught how to analyse the essay task? How to identify key words? 
6. Are the rhetorical aspects of academic writing discussed: audience, purpose and 
context?  
7. Are opportunities provided for pre-writing techniques like brainstorming, mind maps and 
essay plans? 
8. Structuring of assignments: Do learners get the opportunity to plan their essays: 
introduction, body paragraphs and conclusion? 
9. Are the learners made aware of the processes involved in academic writing: pre-writing; 
first drafts; revision of drafts; editing etc. 
10. Are the learners taught how to conduct research for academic purposes? How to make 
notes? Referencing and plagiarism? 
11. Does the teacher explain coherence and cohesion; appropriate style?  
12. Are opportunities provided for learners to review one another‟s draft copies (peer 
review)?  
13. Does the teacher review first drafts? What feedback is given on these drafts? Are the 
learners incorporating these comments into their final drafts? 
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Observation notes: Lesson 1 (Teacher 2) 
 
English Home Language:                                  Grade 12 
Former Model C Secondary School: 11 May 2009:  13:15 
Teacher 2: Female teacher, 4 years experience 
 
Essay type: Discursive / Critical essay  
Topic:  Now write a well-constructed essay on The Character of Iago as revealed in 
Act 1 of “Othello”. Remember to support everything you say with evidence from the text. 
(350 – 450 words) 
 Class size = 28 learners: this was the “top” grade 12 class at the school 
 Classroom arranged in traditional rows 
 Handout : Grade 12 Literature Essay: Iago in Act 1: Questions based on all the scenes 
in Act 1which will provide the learners with the content needed to write the essay (topic 
at end of handout). 
 Learners diarise dates; Thursday 14th May all answers on handout to be completed; 
carried over to Friday if not completed on Thursday 
 Wednesday 20th May: essay to be written in class under exam conditions during the 
English class period 
 Brief discussion on literature essay: must write in paragraphs; back up statements with 
evidence from the text; 
 Brief discussion of audience: Person who marks the external exam essay may not have 
read the play! (This did not seem to be an adequate explanation of the need for writers 
to be explicit and for them to be aware of their readers. Instead it had a strong exam –
oriented focus with a negative bias towards external markers.) 
 Teacher spoke about the need for learners to create their own suitable title. (This was a 
good explanation of the difference between a topic and a title.) 
 The strong emphasis on exams continued when learners were reminded that they were 
not allowed to bring a rough draft into class when they wrote the essay on Wednesday. 
Assessment would be part of the CASS mark. 
 There was no discussion about planning; structure; revision; editing etc at this stage. 
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 Observation notes: Lesson 2 (Teacher 2) 
 
English Home Language:                                  Grade 12 
Former Model C Secondary School: 14 May 2009:  09:20 
Teacher 2: Female teacher, 4 years experience 
Essay type: Discursive / Critical essay  
Topic:  Now write a well-constructed essay on The Character of Iago as revealed in 
Act 1 of “Othello”. Remember to support everything you say with evidence from the text. 
(350 – 450 words) 
 Questions on Act 1 Othello; learners took out their homework with answers to the 
worksheet questions 
 There was no introductory discussion or advice on academic essay writing; yet after 
these lessons learners are expected to write a well-constructed essay… 
 Strongly teacher-centred: took only a few responses from learners but then teacher 
dominated the discourse: gave the “right answer”. (Could this not have been done in a 
more cognitively challenging way? Could she not have allowed for more argument and 
justification from learners? Example: substantiate your answer with evidence from the 
text and allow for different views.) 
 Teacher re-phrased all responses/answers from learners which tended to give the 
impression that the teacher was the expert with the only “right answer”. Hence many 
learners asked teacher to repeat her answer which they wrote down. 
 Mainly close textual study but did not always link with actual dialogue from the play. 
Reference to actual text for evidence mostly came from teacher: she gave the lines 
which she said were relevant. 
 Yet there were many learners (bright class) who showed that they had their own 
contributions to make. Only later on in lesson did teacher ask for some suggestions after 
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one or two learners asked about certain textual references which had not been raised by 
the teacher.  
 Teacher did ask for a few responses but did not seem committed to allow time for 
learners‟ responses to shape the discussion in any meaningful way. Instead teacher 
seemed to want to make sure her answers were dictated to learners (external exam 
pressure?)  
 Teacher could have focussed on some key words (vocabulary) and phrases like: 
connotations; misogynist; phrases like: these words could suggest …” etc and touch on 
the need for tentativeness in academic writing. 
 There were no opportunities provided for learners to practice/ structure/ construct/ 
create/ written responses in the style/convention that will be needed to write “a well-
constructed essay”. 
 Teacher needed to provide for individual opportunities/activities to ensure all learners 
knew how to find supporting evidence and how to construct an argument /opinion etc. 
 The discussion to the answers was continued the next day (Friday 15th May). 
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Observation notes: Lesson 3 (Teacher 2) 
English Home Language:                                 Grade 12 
Former Model C Secondary School: 15 May 2009: 13:15 
Teacher 2: Female teacher, 4 years experience 
Essay type: Discursive / Critical essay  
Topic:  Now write a well-constructed essay on The Character of Iago as revealed in 
Act 1 of “Othello”. Remember to support everything you say with evidence from the text. 
(350 – 450 words) 
 Questions on Act 1 Othello; learners took out their homework with answers to the 
worksheet questions 
 Last two questions discussed: no introductory discussion or advice on academic essay 
writing; yet after these lessons learners are expected to write a well-constructed essay… 
 Again strongly teacher-centred: Teacher re-phrased all responses/answers from 
learners which tended to give the impression that the teacher was the expert with the 
only “right answer”.  
 Discussion on essay 
 Referred briefly to essay topic but no in-depth analysis of question 
 Learners told to provide own creative title 
 Reminded of length: 350 to 450 words (but no discussion on how selection of ideas – 
sub-topics – can contribute to managing length 
 Teacher reminded class that statements must be backed up: few quotes but can also 
paraphrase. (No discussion on referencing techniques.) 
 Teacher: “Please don‟t do a rough draft or you will run out of time!”  
 Can bring essay plans: mind-maps; bullets etc 
 Very brief discussion on planning; structure 
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 Teacher still had plenty of time and could have devoted it to learners‟ academic writing 
development. (The teacher was almost taking the literacy of academic writing for 
granted.) 
 Teacher briefly discussed other June exam matters and then left them to continue 
preparing for their essay test. 
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Research lesson observation schedule (Teacher 2) 
Lesson observation schedule 1 2 3 4 5 Comments 
14. Lesson schedule planning 
 
teaching plan integration 
duration  
  X    
15. Learner essay instructions 
 
clear + complete 
topic instructions explicit 
discussion 
  X    
16. Essay integration (CBI) 
 
Collaboration? 
 
  X    
17. Assessment criteria / Los   
 
Aligned with writing task 
      Rubric 
Discussion 
X      
18. Essay topic analysis  
 
keywords explanation 
 
topic discussion 
 X     
19. Audience  
 
Purpose  
 
Context  
 X     
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20. Pre-writing processes 
 
brainstorming   
mind maps  
plans 
 X     
21. Essay structuring 
Introduction  
 
Sub – topics: body paragraphs 
 
 Conclusion 
 X     
22. Essay writing processes 
 
drafting  
 
revision 
 X     
23. Research skills 
 
note-taking  
 
referencing  
 
plagiarism 
X      
24. Academic register  
 
Coherence / 
Cohesion 
 X     
25. Peer revision  X     
26. Composing processes 
Drafting 
revision  
feedback (Teacher / Peers) 
 X     
1 = No / 2 = Some / 3 = Average / 4 = Good / 5 = Excellent  
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Interview with Teacher 2: English Home Language: (Former Model C school) 
1. Describe the training that you received to prepare yourself for implementation of the new 
curriculum? You can focus on the teaching of English if you wish. 
 
First off I‟m going to ask a stupid question: when did the new curriculum like come into play? 
 
Well, 2008 for matric; 2007 for grade 11 and … 
 
Okay …okay! Well I did my PGCE training at NMMU in 2005 and besides that I haven‟t received 
any other training. 
 
So you were exposed to the new curriculum … so you had some preparation in that way? 
 
Yes, yes! 
 
2 a)  What are you comfortable with / not comfortable with when teaching the new 
curriculum? 
b) What are your reasons for the above? 
 
To be quite honest I haven‟t, besides the prescribed books, I haven‟t really felt that there‟s a 
huge difference or a huge difference in our teaching methods from the old curriculum. So I 
haven‟t felt much of a change. And I‟m comfortable with all areas of our curriculum and I don‟t 
feel unhappy about anything.  
 
Your experience with the previous curriculum would then be mainly based on your days as a 
scholar? 
 
And I went to a private school so we were taught privately so we didn‟t follow the national 
curriculum anyway. We wrote the IEB exam. So it was quite relaxed and informal …. So I can‟t 
really comment on that. But there aren‟t any areas in the new curriculum which I feel 
uncomfortable with at all. 
 
3 With particular reference to Learning Outcome 3: Writing and  Presenting:  
a) What do you consider to be the strengths of this outcome?   
b) What do you consider to be the weaknesses of this outcome?  
 
Well the strengths in terms of the outcome is in that I think it‟s essential for children to learn and 
develop writing skills and spelling skills and communication skills. I think it‟s a very important 
skill for them to have that I think generally students struggle with outcome 3 because they don‟t 
know how to spell properly. They can‟t read fluently. SMS language is creeping in so I think the 
skills they need to have the children actually struggle with it because they don‟t have the 
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general skills of spelling and grammar that they should have received in junior school and in 
grade 8, 9 and 10. 
Could you perhaps cast your mind to the assessment standards of LO3; do you find it helpful 
…? 
I‟ll be very honest I‟ve never really studied the assessment standards. We literally …. Our head 
of department tells us exactly what to do, what‟s expected of us. Obviously we follow the 
curriculum from government and I‟ve rubrics for everything so we use those. To be very honest 
I‟ve never really studied the assessment standards (laughs). 
4 What do you consider an improvement in LO3 compared to the previous curriculum? 
Give reasons for your answer.  
(Again this question might not be as relevant for you as it may be for someone whose 
been in the field for a while.) 
I don‟t think I can comment on that because I wasn‟t … well I was privately schooled and I‟ve 
never really been involved with the old curriculum.  
And if you perhaps compared it with the way that you were taught? 
I don‟t know … I find the way that I was taught is quite similar in the way that we teaching at the 
moment and I don‟t know if I find it similar because I‟ve adopted the teaching strategies my 
previous teachers because I‟m familiar with it, but for me it‟s extremely similar. 
5 What changes have you observed in your learners‟ academic writing with the 
introduction of LO3 of the NCS? Explain your answer. (This question again may not 
apply as much to you.) 
 
So again I can‟t really comment … 
Could you comment on their academic writing in general? 
I find at (names school) the academic writing is of quite a good standard but that‟s because we 
work extra hard with the kids here. My husband teaches at a school where the children receive 
their essay topics, and they have a lesson in which to write it and they hand it in and that is for 
their marks. Whereas here at (names school) they write their drafts and I‟ll take it home and I 
will underline all their grammar mistakes; I‟ll correct all their punctuation mistakes; give it back to 
them; explain where they‟ve gone wrong and they correct and re-submit it. So I do feel that our 
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standard is quite good here but we do definitely help them a lot more than other schools often 
do. 
6 What is your perception of your implementation of LO3? 
 
I personally don‟t feel very successful when it comes to teaching it because I just don‟t know 
how to go about teaching it. And I find that the kids lack a lot of creativity and we all struggling 
with the fact that we don‟t know how to … without the creativity in them … we don‟t know how to 
teach them how to be creative. So I do often feel with creative writing the topics get handed out 
but there‟s no actual formal teaching that goes along with it because we don‟t quite know how to 
implement it. 
If you can cast your mind back to the way you were prepared at university and the lecturers who 
taught you for the new curriculum, what would you say to them? Are you happy about the way 
you are implementing the LO3? You not too happy with the way you implementing it? 
No! No! I just find that we don‟t have the time. I know you that you can be a lot more creative 
and you can stir the imagination by bringing in DVD‟s or extra multi-media exposure, but we 
don‟t have time for that at the moment. 
7 What do you think are the critical factors for successful academic writing at schools? 
 
Well as I said the first problem that needs to be addressed is spelling. You can‟t have any 
successful writing if you can‟t spell. Their grammatical errors are terrible as well. And their 
communication skills are lacking. And as I said they have this SMS language that keeps on 
creeping in. Or they use WORD on computers which corrects their spelling automatically for 
them and they not learning from it. 
Anything else that you feel is important if they are going to be successful in academic writing? 
I just think their vocabulary skills are lacking. You know anyone can write a flawless essay but it 
doesn‟t mean that their vocabulary skills are good. Where a lot of kids will say Oh but why do I 
get such a bad mark when I have no spelling errors but it‟s because it‟s a grade 8 type essay. 
Although all the spelling may be correct but there‟s just no academic excellence to it.  
8 Describe the approach you generally use to teach academic essay writing to the grade 
11s /12s. 
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In grade 10 they get taught all the different types of essays and the formats and how to write 
them. And then in grade 11 and 12 they simply get their essay topics, they told what kind of 
essay it should be, and then it‟s basically left up to them to write on their own because they 
should have all the knowledge carried through from grade 10. So I feel that there‟s not much 
teaching in that way because they receive the essay topic and they sit down and they right it. 
But you did mention earlier how you assist them… 
Oh yes, but we do help them with regards to their final draft. And what they need to do is they 
need to submit a plan, and we mark their plan, then they have to submit a rough draft and we 
underline all of their grammatical errors and spelling errors and punctuation errors, 
Do you actually take those home with you and then bring them back to class? 
Back yes, yes. And we don‟t correct it for them, we just indicate where there is an error. Then 
they have to take it back home and correct all the errors and then they submit their final draft … 
and their final draft is what they marked on. 
So just … so that I can get this straight, when you look at their rough draft you are focusing on? 
On grammatical, spelling and punctuation errors. So we not really helping them with their 
creativity, we just picking up general errors that they need to learn to correct. So the essays for 
their own, we just help them with their errors. 
So once they brought that back you will look at the final drafts. So what do you do after you 
completed assessing them? Do you give it back and discuss it with them? 
Oh yes they receive every essay back, they can check their marks, and again unfortunately, 
with the load of the English curriculum and the amount of teaching time we have, once they 
receive their final mark there‟s very little time to discuss it again with them. It‟s when we mark 
their first draft that we have time to discuss errors with them and say where they could improve 
and where their creativity lacks. But once they receive their final mark there‟s honestly not much 
time to then still discuss it even more.  
9 What would you do the same / differently if you had to once again teach the writing 
lessons which I observed?  
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I think that we need to focus more time on the structure of the essay. I think that we helped 
them with giving them the questions and the answers which can help them format the essay. 
But no time was given to actually constructing it with them.  
Anything else that you would do differently … the rest you would probably do more or less the 
same? 
Yes, I enjoyed the questions and the answers because then not only are they learning but we 
touching on the actual essay topic. 
10 What classroom writing practices in senior secondary schools help to prepare students 
for academic writing in higher education? 
 
I think that we need to do more literary essays that‟s not always based on only their setwork 
book … where they need to go out and do some research. And I think they need to learn how to 
quote the research properly; how to write their bibliographies down properly; and I can‟t 
remember what you call it when you cite a book and an author and then in brackets you have to 
put the date of publication and all of that … 
Referencing …  
Referencing ja!  Ja! I just feel that that is not taught in schools and they arrive at varsity and they 
expected to do that in first year varsity and they haven‟t been taught those skills at schools. 
Are there any practices which they are doing at schools that you think will help them in HE? 
I suppose their literary essays prepare them for that type of writing at university. Unless they 
want to become a novelist I really don‟t know if they benefit that much from their creative writing 
component and as I say especially seeing that their imagination and creativity is so lacking at 
the moment. There are … one should spend more time on the more formal writing like how to 
layout letters; how to write references; how to format your CV‟s; and stuff like that which would 
probably be a lot more helpful to them than … the actual creative writing. Because not everyone 
is a story teller. 
11 What impact/effect did the classroom observation have on you, your lesson and the 
learners? 
 
I didn‟t do anything differently to what I would normally do. Maybe the class was slightly more 
settled because there was a visitor in the class. But I think that they definitely were a bit more 
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inter-active … yes … because you were there. It is quite a bright class but they definitely 
seemed a bit more eager to give their ideas than what they normally would be. 
12 How could the data collection process be improved? 
 
I think it‟s fine, I‟m happy with it. 
Anything else you would like to add? 
No, I think it was fine … I don‟t know if it helped at all? 
It was great … thank you so much. 
 
 
I, …..............................., accept that the transcribed notes above are a true and fair reflection of 
the interview that took place between Rod Townsend and me. 
 
Date: ………………………………….. Place: Port Elizabeth 
 
 
Signature:………………………………………………………. 
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APPENDIX XII: Data Northern Areas: Teacher 3 
 
 
English First Additional Language Grade 11 
Northern Areas School 
Teacher 3 
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 Observation Notes: lesson 1  
 Observation Schedule 
 Transcribed interview notes 
 Assessment rubric 
 Learner samples 
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Observation Schedule 
 
Guidelines for observation of teachers’ academic writing practices in grade 11 and 12 
(NCS: English Home and First Additional Language) 
 
1. Has the lesson been properly planned for in the teacher‟s work schedule? Is it spread 
over a few lessons to allow for the development of the writing process? 
2. Instructions to learners: Are the instructions for the academic essay clear and complete? 
Are the topic instructions explicit enough for the learners to understand the challenges of 
the task? Does the teacher discuss the instructions with the learners to ensure that they 
have understood the topic? 
3. Does the English teacher integrate academic writing with other content subjects? Does 
she/he collaborate with the teachers of those subjects to develop the learners‟ discourse 
for a particular discipline? Is there any evidence of writing across the curriculum (WAC) 
and writing within the discipline (WiD)?  
4. Does the teacher align the learning outcomes of the writing task with the assessment 
criteria and are these shown to the learners via a rubric in keeping with outcomes based 
assessment (OBA)? 
5. Are the learners taught how to analyse the essay task? How to identify key words? 
6. Are the rhetorical aspects of academic writing discussed: audience, purpose and 
context?  
7. Are opportunities provided for pre-writing techniques like brainstorming, mind maps and 
essay plans? 
8. Structuring of assignments: Do learners get the opportunity to plan their essays: 
introduction, body paragraphs and conclusion? 
9. Are the learners made aware of the processes involved in academic writing: pre-writing; 
first drafts; revision of drafts; editing etc. 
10. Are the learners taught how to conduct research for academic purposes? How to make 
notes? Referencing and plagiarism? 
11. Does the teacher explain coherence and cohesion; appropriate style?  
12. Are opportunities provided for learners to review one another‟s draft copies (peer 
review)?  
13. Does the teacher review first drafts? What feedback is given on these drafts? Are the 
learners incorporating these comments into their final drafts? 
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Observation notes: Lesson 1 (Teacher 3) 
English First Additional Language: Grade 11 
Northern Areas Secondary School: 4th June 2009: 09:00 
Teacher 3: Female teacher, +- 25 years experience 
Essay type: Discursive essay  
Topic 1:  (Written on board) 
 Do violent movies have a detrimental effect on young viewers? Discuss. 
 Class size = 32 learners: this was the “top” grade 11 first additional class at the school 
 Classroom arranged in traditional rows 
 Teacher seemed to be a bit disorganised with regard to period times, and class had to 
stay in during break which was not ideal. She did tell them they would be given break 
time later. 
 I was confused by the teacher‟s approach to this lesson as she never made it explicit 
what she would be doing. 
 She referred to previous short stories like “The Silk Scarf” and “Dube revisited”. Some 
pertinent questions which touched on learners‟ previous knowledge. 
 Some good vocabulary input which I eventually realised had relevance for the next 
essay topic. Words like ambivalence; pro‟s and cons etc. 
 Teacher started discussing the above topic (topic 1) and seemed prepared to invite 
contributions from learners. 
 Teacher tended to regularly use an authoritative tone and learners at times seemed a bit 
intimidated by her. Eg: “When I‟m speaking I don‟t want to be interrupted! Do you 
understand?” 
 Teacher spoke about link between advantages and disadvantages and pro‟s and cons.  
She also reminded class about a previous argumentative essay: Can the internet 
replace a good teacher? 
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 Teacher referred again to topic 1 and reminded learners to first understand the topic. 
Reference to a previous Tourism lesson briefly discussed as an example of analysis of a 
topic. Teacher also briefly made an interesting link with eco-systems  in biology. 
 Good explanation and discussion followed on Argumentative and Discursive essays. 
Discursive looks at both points of view (pro‟s and cons); Argumentative involves 
choosing one side of argument. 
 Teacher reminded class that each paragraph must start with a new word (connectives) 
and they touched on useful transitional expressions like: firstly, secondly, finally, pro‟s 
and cons, etc. 
 Went on to discuss topic with learners (content): Negative and positive effects; 
Advantages and disadvantages of watching violent movies. 
 Teacher encouraged the use of figurative expressions like: Discretion is the better part of 
valour; Violence begets violence; (clichés?) 
 Tended to lead discussion quite strongly with regard to content to be covered. 
 No handouts, rubrics or essay instructions were given in handout form. 
 Teacher could have allowed for learners to brainstorm, use mind-maps and other pre-
writing techniques. 
 Lesson could have offered more cognitive/intellectual challenge for individual 
participation. 
 Did not follow stages of writing process as in LO3: Planning, first draft, review/edit. 
 Teacher: “So you can see how to go about dealing with this topic”. 
 “What should parents do?”  Learners basically led to conclusion: “Movies should be 
monitored; supervised; discussed so that children can become aware that violence is 
wrong.” 
 Reminded class of the need for an introduction; paragraphs; conclusion and spider 
diagrams or mind-maps. 
 At that late stage in the lesson the teacher introduced a new topic (the actual topic 
which they would be writing about): The BRT system: taxi strikes; taxis will no longer 
have full control. Learners must decide whether it‟s fair or unfair to taxi operators. (Why 
did she have to spend so much time on topic 1?) 
 Teacher: How many bus accidents have you heard of? This BRT system will benefit the 
commuters. There are many risks involved with taxis. Taxis not as economical as buses. 
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Taxi drivers are going to earn a great deal with BRT system so what do they have to 
complain about? 
 Hence the learners were being very strongly influenced by the teacher‟s views, despite 
her requesting that they have to research the pro‟s and cons of the proposed BRT 
System. (Worrying factor was that many taxi operators came from this community!) 
 Reminded them that it was not a narrative essay but a discursive one. 
 Teacher had copies of a magazine which covered the story on the BRT system and 
implied that that was all the learners had to really consult for research purposes. 
 Teacher reminded them that their language had to be formal; must brainstorm and use 
connectives. 
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Research lesson observation schedule (Teacher 3) 
Lesson observation schedule 1 2 3 4 5 Comments 
2. Lesson schedule planning 
 
teaching plan integration 
duration  
X      
3. Learner essay instructions 
 
clear + complete 
topic instructions explicit 
discussion 
 X     
4. Essay integration (CBI) 
 
Collaboration? 
  
 
  X    
5. Assessment criteria / Los   
 
Aligned with writing task 
 
Rubric 
Discussion 
X      
6. Essay topic analysis  
 
keywords explanation 
 
topic discussion 
 X     
7. Audience  
 
Purpose  
 
Context  
 X     
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8. Pre-writing processes 
 
brainstorming   
mind maps  
plans 
 X     
9. Essay structuring 
Introduction  
 
Sub – topics: body paragraphs 
 
 Conclusion 
 X     
10. Essay writing processes 
      drafting  
revision 
 X     
11. Research skills 
 
note-taking  
referencing  
plagiarism 
X      
12. Academic register  
Coherence / 
Cohesion 
  X    
13. Peer revision  X     
14. Composing processes 
Drafting 
revision  
feedback (Teacher / Peers) 
 X     
1 = No / 2 = Some / 3 = Average / 4 = Good / 5 = Excellent 
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Interview with Teacher 3: English First Additional Language: (Northern Areas school) 
1. Describe the training that you received to prepare yourself for implementation of the new 
curriculum? You can focus on the teaching of English if you wish. 
 
I had to … let me tell you, a few years ago, I wasn‟t really exposed to any training. And when I 
started, I was at a high school (mentions name: former Model C) for seven years, and I found it 
very formidable. When I entered I was appointed on a temporary basis at (mentions another 
former Model C). And I thought to myself, am I in the right place? Even after so many years of 
teaching, I really felt like taking my bag and running. But then I thought, I‟ve been in this for so 
many years. Why do I feel so insecure now? I didn‟t have any training. I‟m the type of person if I 
don‟t understand something, I ask and I‟m a nuisance as far as that is concerned. But to tell you 
the truth, a number of years, in the eighties already, there was a renewal in the approach to 
English teaching, especially at second language level. It was preparing the child for life; 
communicative teaching. That‟s when I met Bev. And as far as the language is concerned, I feel 
I‟m still going about teaching as I used to. I sift through things and I take out what I feel is good, 
and I still teach; teach and teach. 
 
So any specific preparation or training that you had for the new curriculum? Workshops or any 
thing like that? 
 
You know I went to … not even three workshops … one where I was completely lost, because I 
did not know what was happening there. But I feel that working with people like (names two 
colleagues) that I could ask. I was fortunate at this school where I had people who had the 
know- how; who were informed and I would just fall in and question them and ask them if they 
would assist me. 
 
So many aspects of the new curriculum you found your colleagues were very helpful in covering 
that with you? 
 
They were … and then I also found that the two or three workshops that I did attend, I felt so 
drained because it was packed into one day or two days. And it was like trying to get through a 
whole syllabus with learners in one or two days. And there‟s very little that you assimilate. It was 
just too much. And also at these workshops, people don‟t come prepared and ready, as you 
would teach your child and explain. So you as a teacher you almost feel lost. And they depend 
on us. I sometimes wonder if they are not using our ideas and material in some of the things 
they are doing. We‟ve got to give all the ideas and they do the minimum. And we sit there until 
four, half-past four and at the end of the day, you are drained because you‟ve just been in this 
thing and giving your hundred per cent and trying your best. But you have the feeling that … I 
mean some of them have even said there that they not really prepared. 
 
2 a)  What are you comfortable with / not comfortable with when teaching English in the new 
curriculum? 
b)What are your reasons for the above?  
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I love the readings, the setworks. I love the language. Because I don‟t really in second language 
go out teaching it formally. But you teach it as you go along and there‟s certain things that you 
have to … I used to be very uncomfortable with what I did with creative writing teaching. 
Because with us a topic was given to you and you would do something with that topic. Whereas 
with these children, they‟ve got to be guided and then you must be very careful because you 
don‟t want children to reproduce what you have given them. I don‟t believe in that. That is why; I 
don‟t know if you noticed, I gave them a different topic to the one that I had discussed. Because 
they just regurgitate everything that you‟ve given them. Getting children to the level … even 
though these children are not wonderful, but getting them to this level was very hard work. 
 
Do you feel that the new curriculum is helping in that way? With the assessment standards and 
so forth … do you feel it‟s helping you … making you feel more comfortable with certain aspects 
of English? 
 
I don‟t think so.  
 
Are there any areas you‟re uncomfortable with, with the way they trying to guide you with the 
assessment standards and so forth? 
 
I‟m not uncomfortable with it. But it takes so much time. It‟s very time-consuming and you don‟t 
have that time. When are you really going to get down to getting the final product? When there 
are so many other things you are always pressed for time. And you working every day. It‟s not 
that you not working and now suddenly you want to do something at the end of the term. I just 
feel that there‟s a lot of pressure on teachers. 
 
So tell me with the new curriculum, would it be fair to say that one of the things you‟re not 
comfortable with is that you expected to do so much with such a little time? 
 
That‟s it. 
 
3 With particular reference to Learning Outcome 3: Writing and  Presenting:  
a) What do you consider to be the strengths of this outcome?   
b) What do you consider to be the weaknesses of this outcome?  
 
I don‟t know what to say there. With writing and presenting before you can really get there, 
there‟s so much preparation that has to be done. First of all, the child can not write if he does 
not have the tools. If he does not have a good vocabulary for instance, planning. You‟ve got to 
go to the roots; you‟ve got to start right from scratch and really guide that child. 
Do you feel learning outcome 3 does that? What are its strengths? 
Can you just elaborate what do they expect then? 
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For instance in writing and presenting they would talk to you about things like planning, first 
drafts and so forth. 
I believe that should be done. I firmly believe because even in the old system, as a learner, I 
used to plan first. But I feel that the load is being put onto the … it‟s fine. If the child hands it in 
and does the preparation, I think that is something very good. Even with oral to, written 
preparation of the oral before it‟s presented, because that gives the learner more confidence. 
It‟s also evidence that the learner has prepared. I see the sense in it.  
In learning outcome three? 
Yes, I see the sense in it in all this planning and preparation before the actual writing. It‟s just 
that it puts more pressure on the teacher. To tell you the honest truth, I want my children to do 
that. I always expected them to do that. I am happy with that … the planning and preparation 
before the actual final product, but again, putting another load on the teacher. In other words we 
should actually have had some assistant to help us with that and we should then mark the final 
product, because to tell you the honest truth, there‟s no time. 
4 What do you consider an improvement in LO3 compared to the previous curriculum? Give 
reasons for your answer. 
 
Well the improvement that I see is … I totally agree with the planning. I want that planning 
because that‟s what I used to do. And children would just come and do something in a 
haphazard way. I also agree with the fact that there should be peer marking. I like that because 
they can apply what they‟ve learnt in class. But again it‟s the time problem. There‟s such a load 
being placed on language teachers.  
Do you feel that those elements you mentioned, planning and peer evaluation, do you feel those 
are improvements with the new curriculum that weren‟t perhaps emphasized in the previous 
curriculum? 
It is an improvement but before your children can get to peer marking, they must know 
something. They must have the basics. So, there has to be teaching first before peer marking 
can be implemented. I mean, what‟s the use of … I have the grade eights now. How can I give 
them peer marking? There‟s so little that they know. It‟s just peer marking for the sake of peer 
marking. So I don‟t do it there. I feel that I first have to get the children to a certain level. If I think 
of years ago, at (names school) I had children doing oral, and because they were prepared … I 
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had them for three years … they would sit there and say: not is, are; mam he could have said 
accompanied there, not went with; he said did go  when he should have said went. Now how 
can you expect children to do peer marking just for the sake of peer marking but they have no 
knowledge of the subject. If they don‟t have a good foundation, they don‟t know if that verb is 
used incorrectly. 
Do you see anything really different with what is being promoted now with learning outcome 
three compared to the way you taught writing in the previous curriculum? 
There are some good things, but as my husband always says, when something new is 
introduced into teaching, take the good out of it. You don‟t just take everything, and that‟s what 
I‟ve been doing. I‟ve been enriching myself to a certain extent. If I have to teach something, I go 
into it and what is expected. Let‟s say, the argumentative essay: what is expected there? You‟ve 
really gone into detail in planning because these children don‟t have the know-how. We were 
given topics and we would just write. But with them they don‟t know where to start. So as I‟ve 
given like connectives they must use. They can use their topic to … there are certain good 
things that I‟ve learnt from that. 
 
And you feel the new curriculum has given some guidelines with regard to that? 
I don‟t know if they‟ve given it or if it‟s just with the expertise of some of the teachers … how can 
I teach this? I have to write an essay on a certain short story or poem. I would always liase with 
some of my colleagues and pick things up or when they discuss pick things up and implement 
them in my lessons. 
Have you heard any of your colleagues saying anything about the new curriculum in terms of 
writing that they feel is better than the previous curriculum? 
I‟ve never heard them say that. They always complaining about the admin and all the red tape. 
To tell you the truth, if you are a teacher, you first see to your teaching in the class and never 
mind that admin. It must be fitted in somewhere tonight or tomorrow morning. 
5 What changes have you observed in your learners‟ academic writing with the introduction of 
LO3 of the NCS? Explain your answer. 
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The type of pupil that you get you will never compare with the pupils in the past. I shouldn‟t say 
„never‟ but „seldom‟. But now I‟m referring to the quality. I don‟t know if I‟ve been in the fortunate 
position that I‟ve had these learners from grade nine. I think I‟m very fortunate although I had to 
fight to get them. I know where they come from and it has definitely improved. If I must show 
you my grade eight scripts now, the mess because … you can‟t work miracles. They are just 
from the primary schools a few months ago. And if I must compare my learners now, I mean it 
definitely has improved. 
Would you say that that improvement is because of the new learning outcome and its 
expectations, or is that more because of the efforts you‟ve had to put in? 
I think it‟s more experience than efforts that I had to put in. But not totally, there are good things 
as I say that we‟ve taken out of that. I used to do an essay … I give them more guidelines now. 
Even though I don‟t do the … I would say I do more formal teaching of a topic before … that is 
something I‟ve improved on. I‟ve developed there, because in the past I really didn‟t know. As I 
say children just repeat what you‟ve said in class. So you would try in your reading to give them 
vocabulary. Everything is reading based of course. You would try to polish their verb usage. You 
would give them / teach them expressions and idioms and tell them, that‟s your vocabulary book 
now. Try to use that, implement it in your writing. 
So there‟ve been no major changes that you have observed in the quality of the learners‟ writing 
now that we are using the new curriculum? 
I would say, in general now, I don‟t know what I would‟ve done if I didn‟t have my own classes. I 
would‟ve had to start from scratch again and try to get it to some level … but I wouldn‟t say that 
it has improved because if I think of the quality that they used to have …  
6 What is your perception of your implementation of LO3? 
 
I still do it the way I feel the child is going to benefit most. I try to find a balance because you 
also don‟t want to be in trouble. Do you mean as far as the planning and all that is concerned? 
And the actual implementing of the assessment standards and so forth in the classroom … the 
practices that you get your learners to engage in. Would you say, yes you are definitely … 
I‟m not sticking to that … I‟m definitely not. As I say, you have those children for a few minutes 
… thirty or forty minutes, and you can‟t always do things … so you never going to get through it, 
through the work. 
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So it‟s your experience that is called on more … 
Exactly. 
7 What do you think are the critical factors for successful academic writing at schools? 
 
They say practice makes perfect. I believe that a child shouldn‟t just write that there should be 
remedial work after he has written. There should be an analysis of his problems. That 
afterwards you focus on that in your teaching again. If I think of the writing of the June exam, 
how are they going to benefit from that is where you sit with a little book and you note the … 
What‟s the question again? (Question repeated) Remedial work! There must be remedial work. 
That‟s one. Practice makes perfect! The more they write the more it will … every level must do 
his bit. When that child is in grade eight, every teacher must build onto … because I can‟t get 
the children in grade 11 and work miracles with them if nothing has been done with them. I feel 
that right from the bottom there is something lacking; seriously lacking. Because people do 
writing but there is no discussion. The child does not know where he‟s gone wrong. I can for 
instance show you … but remedial exercises set up / focused on the errors the children have 
made in their written work; in their oral work. 
So what sorts of errors are you referring to? 
Language, spelling, vocabulary, sentence construction … 
Are there any other critical factors that you think are important for successful academic writing? 
Before the child can write he must read; reading is a problem. That is why we must try to use 
reading pieces in class which interests the children. Because if they do enjoy the reading, they 
ask you, Mam may I take the book home. 
How do you link that with academic writing? 
How do I link it?  Alright, if they can‟t read, how are they going to write? I believe that anybody 
who is an avid reader and who enjoys reading, it will reflect in the writing. 
8 Describe the approach you generally use to teach academic essay writing to the grade 11s 
/12s. 
 
Right, first of all the topic. They must understand the topic before they can … they really have to 
analyse it well … or you‟ll be off the point … so it‟s the topic. Then, once they understand the 
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topic, … I will for instance, I first take a general topic. Say for instance Michael. If it‟s a more 
difficult topic you analyse it like … if there‟s a difficult word; if this character‟s dramatic or 
whatever, then the child has to understand what the word dramatic means. Like „indigenous‟, 
what the word „indigenous‟ mean? I would for instance take Michael, then they have to do … 
after the analysis of the topic, they have to do a spider diagram. Then I tell them, just think of 
Michael … just words … to describe what type of person he is. This Michael is just a general 
topic. Any topic … I could‟ve taken any thing else. Then, I don‟t discuss the topic that I‟m going 
to teach them; that particular topic. Because I‟m telling you they just going to give you what … 
there‟s going to be no creativity; no originality because they just going to give you back what 
you‟ve given them. Once they‟ve done the spider diagram I tell them now take each word there 
and write a sentence. And then I show them how each sentence can become a paragraph. Now 
they have six words so they have six paragraphs. They have problems with conclusions. You 
have to teach them introductions; you have to teach them conclusions. Now how do you teach 
them introductions for instance? You tell them listen, you can use a quotation as an introduction. 
Or you can even use just one word as an introduction. Or a little poem as an introduction that is 
relevant to the topic. And then you also have to teach … conclusions I find very difficult because 
they shouldn‟t leave things in mid-air. They should tie it up. When you read the last paragraph 
the reader realises this is the end of the story should I say; this is the end of the essay. So you 
can not just write down a topic there and say go and write that essay then you can expect a lot 
of nonsense and you going to have to sift through all that nonsense they going to write. I feel 
that if you really discuss a topic, and focus on paragraphing, show them how that word can 
become a sentence; how each sentence can become a paragraph. You also tell them; if you 
say that Michael is very greedy, you going to just discuss how much he eats in that particular 
paragraph. You not going to say that the cat had kittens or whatever the case may be.  
So as I said, it‟s really analysing the topic, using another topic but showing them, doing 
brainstorming, starting with words that go into sentences and progressing into paragraph 
writing; teaching them introductions and conclusions. 
Could I just ask, the activities, what gets done in class; what gets done for homework? 
You know, preferably, I prefer them to do their essay writing in class, because I don‟t want 
mummy‟s efforts. I want the child‟s efforts. So what I do is, after discussion, what I normally do 
is, do it in a controlled test. Then the next day, for instance, morning you write your controlled 
test; an essay as a controlled test. Then you don‟t battle to get your work done. You know how 
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children hand in essays? One today … you‟ve got to battle to get the work out of them. But I 
don‟t give them the topic. They see the topic in the test. 
So what get‟s done the day before the test? 
The day before I do a general topic and I do the brainstorming and I do the writing of an 
introduction; analysing of the topic; paragraphing. You‟ve got to remind them all the time. And 
then the next day they write the test for instance. I usually try to do the preparation today so that 
it‟s still fresh in their memories. And then the next morning they write a controlled test. All my 
grade 11‟s write at the same time and you know it‟s their own work. 
But the preparation the day before is on a different topic?  
No, I feel very strongly about that.  
So the next day they write the essay on a topic that they did not know you‟re going to give them 
(Unseen topic). And what happens after they‟ve written it? Are there any other stages or do you 
just mark it? 
I mark it and after I‟ve marked it what I usually do is, while I‟m marking, I write down the general 
errors I want to discuss this. Or else, you can‟t depend on your memory. So then I write down 
the errors and then I tell them, listen, some of you haven‟t planned your paragraph writing. Little 
things like the SMS language. The “I” is not a capital. And then, those are the preliminary things. 
Then you discuss now actual errors that were made, that they could improve on. Then after I 
have done that discussion I give them a written remedial exercise to do with all those things that 
I have discussed, I give them an exercise, and they must apply that now and correct those 
mistakes. Then after they‟ve done that, then they do their own individual corrections. Because if 
you don‟t do that, then the child … there are certain things, individual errors that the child will 
come and ask you then I tell them I‟m here now you‟ve got to do that now so that you can ask 
me and I‟m assisting them all the time, going from desk to desk or they raise their hands and I 
can show them where they‟ve gone wrong. Because I feel that if you don‟t do that then you not 
teaching the child; he‟s learning nothing. What‟s the use of writing something and it‟s not 
discussed and the problems are … it‟s not shown this is the area in which you must improve. 
What did you base it on when you said that you can see that they hadn‟t done their planning? 
I must see … they have to do their planning to. You find children after two to three years, they 
still write long paragraphs; one long paragraph. Although you find perhaps one in the whole 
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group doing that. The learners I have now they so used to it, they know that I‟m going to make 
them re-write that essay. If it‟s mixing of paragraphs and ideas all in one paragraph, I give it 
back to them and I say you know you‟ve mixed the ideas here. Where‟s your spider diagram? In 
that paragraph there, paragraph one, you only going to discuss that. 
That‟s what I wanted to know. When they‟ve done the written work the next day, do they actually 
submit the plan, the spider diagram to you? 
Everything! Everything! Their whole plan must be … I‟ve even … what they also do is they write 
out the essay. But these children they have the wrong perception of what a draft is. A draft must 
really be untidy because you‟ve got to change it; you‟ve got to read through it; you‟ve got to edit 
it. Some of them really don‟t have the … I‟ve done my draft so she must be satisfied. But it must 
be edited because, I mean, when you write something down the first time, I can improve here; I 
didn‟t phrase that properly here. That‟s what … I‟m getting there … not with all of them but at 
least you can see a difference. 
And when they done at the end of that session, when they hand in the essay with the planning 
and everything, then is the final draft been given to you as well? 
Yes, I must have it. It‟s included. That‟s why I must be so careful that I don‟t mark the draft and 
not the final … 
9 What would you do the same / differently if you had to once again teach the writing lessons 
which I observed?  
 
I think I tried hard to teach a good lesson, I don‟t know. That was my best. Perhaps you can give 
me some ideas. I‟m open to ideas.  
So would you do it more or less the same or would you do it differently if you had to teach it 
again? 
I think I would do it the same. But as I said, I‟m really open to ideas… if you can give me some 
ideas on how to improve, I would love to implement that in my teaching. 
10 What classroom writing practices in senior secondary schools help to prepare students for 
academic writing in higher education? 
 
First of all, certain topics have to be researched. They‟ve got to read up on that before they can 
… especially the factual ones. We didn‟t really focus in the past so much, they used to write 
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more narrative and descriptive essays. Now we are focussing a lot on argumentative / 
discursive writing. And I feel they are more fortunate than we were because we weren‟t given 
guidance as learners, as much guidance as these children are given. 
You mean in terms of the previous curriculum it didn‟t accommodate these kinds of academic 
writing activities? 
 I don‟t know if it was the type of learner that you had, but we coped. Let me tell you, when I 
went to university, I really had to learn how to do research first of all. We battled when we went 
to university because we had to do things on our own. 
If I can just bring your focus back to what is being done at schools to help prepare them … 
I think the research and also the fact that we focus a lot on this new type of stuff … not the new 
type, the argumentative / discursive writing which they are expected to do because they have to 
give their opinions; and tell what the pros and cons are. And how to tackle the topic; how to use 
the topic, the very topic that you‟ve given as an introduction for instance and say I agree or I 
disagree. Or there are advantages and there are disadvantages. So I think they are privileged in 
that they are getting that type of … I don‟t know if it‟s done at all the schools … but I feel they 
are really privileged. 
So you do some topics at school where they have to go and do research and that will help them 
in HE? 
That should … although again the time limit … we don‟t have much time to do that. Because I 
did an argumentative essay the first term already because I felt that I … since I‟ve had them 
before I didn‟t focus enough on that type of writing. That is why it is good to have your own 
pupils. You know where the shortcomings are and if they had a different teacher perhaps he 
would‟ve done perhaps only the end of the year done an argumentative type of writing. But I 
knew I hadn‟t done it. I covered that topic in the previous year. I had covered it, but not so well 
because there were too many other things I had to focus on. 
11 What impact/effect did the classroom observation have on you, your lesson and the 
learners? 
 
I don‟t know if you noticed they were at ease, not nervous. I would say if perhaps you weren‟t 
here; perhaps they were a bit reticent or withdrawn because there‟s a visitor here we do not 
know in the class. 
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So you feel they would‟ve responded a bit more freely? 
More freely yes, because they not used to having a visitor around. I enjoyed the lesson myself 
afterwards. I enjoyed it; it was enriching to me as well because you do go to a bit of extra 
trouble if there‟s somebody else who‟s going to listen to your lesson. The only thing is I feel I 
could‟ve done more justice if the university informed us before the time. That was the only 
problem. It happened at a time when I was under tremendous pressure. 
12 How could the data collection process be improved? 
 
If they could inform us long before hand so that I don‟t cover a topic that you want me … 
because there‟s so many things that have to be done. And I perhaps covered before your visit 
and now it‟s got to be repeated. Where repetition … the children need it all the time. 
And you did say practice makes perfect! 
But the only thing is we under so much pressure at the moment. So if you could just inform us 
well in advance, that is the only problem. To tell you the truth I actually enjoyed it and I‟m glad 
you came because, as I said, any thing that can develop me and enrich my teaching is 
welcome. 
 
I, …................................, accept that the transcribed notes above are a true and fair reflection of 
the interview that took place between Rod Townsend and me. 
 
 
Date: ………………………………….. Place: Port Elizabeth 
 
Signature:………………………………………………………. 
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Observation Schedule 
 
Guidelines for observation of teachers’ academic writing practices in grade 11 and 12 
(NCS: English Home and First Additional Language) 
 
1. Has the lesson been properly planned for in the teacher‟s work schedule? Is it spread 
over a few lessons to allow for the development of the writing process? 
2. Instructions to learners: Are the instructions for the academic essay clear and complete? 
Are the topic instructions explicit enough for the learners to understand the challenges of 
the task? Does the teacher discuss the instructions with the learners to ensure that they 
have understood the topic? 
3. Does the English teacher integrate academic writing with other content subjects? Does 
she/he collaborate with the teachers of those subjects to develop the learners‟ discourse 
for a particular discipline? Is there any evidence of writing across the curriculum (WAC) 
and writing within the discipline (WiD)?  
4. Does the teacher align the learning outcomes of the writing task with the assessment 
criteria and are these shown to the learners via a rubric in keeping with outcomes based 
assessment (OBA)? 
5. Are the learners taught how to analyse the essay task? How to identify key words? 
6. Are the rhetorical aspects of academic writing discussed: audience, purpose and 
context?  
7. Are opportunities provided for pre-writing techniques like brainstorming, mind maps and 
essay plans? 
8. Structuring of assignments: Do learners get the opportunity to plan their essays: 
introduction, body paragraphs and conclusion? 
9. Are the learners made aware of the processes involved in academic writing: pre-writing; 
first drafts; revision of drafts; editing etc. 
10. Are the learners taught how to conduct research for academic purposes? How to make 
notes? Referencing and plagiarism? 
11. Does the teacher explain coherence and cohesion; appropriate style?  
12. Are opportunities provided for learners to review one another‟s draft copies (peer 
review)?  
13. Does the teacher review first drafts? What feedback is given on these drafts? Are the 
learners incorporating these comments into their final drafts? 
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Observation notes: Lesson 1 (Teacher 4) 
 
English Home Language:                                 Grade 11 
Northern Areas Secondary School: 28 May 2009: 08:00 
Teacher 4: Female teacher, +- 10 years experience 
Essay type: Discursive / Critical essay  
Topic:  (Written on board) 
 “Write an essay of 300 – 350 words, comparing the similarities and differences between 
the two stories you have studied – Unto Dust and Silk Scarf: 
Structure you (sic) essay by focussing on Mrs Nebo, Stoffel Oosthuizen and how power  
influences their behaviour towards others – particularly those of another race. Also give your 
personal opinion on the two protagonists values.”  
 Class size = 24 learners: this was the “top” grade 11 class at the school 
 Classroom arranged in traditional rows 
 Handout : The Silk Scarf  with “Notes and activities” at the end 
 Brief introduction: Teacher reminded learners they had to analyse the different 
characters in the short story The Silk Scarf for homework. 
 Teacher reminded L‟s to keep in mind similarities and differences with characters in Unto 
Dust. 
 One learner read the story aloud to class – teacher explained as they went along. 
 Some good questions raised by teacher e.g.: “How do we know she is wealthy?” – 
details came from text to focus on characterisation. 
 There was some focus on vocabulary, even though most difficult words were explained 
in a glossary at the bottom of each page of the handout. 
 Mostly teacher-centred lesson; tended to lead learners rather challenging them to 
discover information and answers. Learners were not allowed to discuss the work with 
one another. Some learners complained that they could not get started. Teacher wanted 
them to their “own work”. 
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 Teacher seemed uncertain about using the following Maths period for English. 
Eventually she allowed class to go to maths and continued with lesson after the maths 
which was the normal English period. 
 “Notes and activities” on handout read; started with “About the story”, then another 
learner read “Summary” and “Key Aspects”. 
 Although a Home Language class, learners seemed to struggle with some basic 
vocabulary and pronunciation. 
 Teacher reminded class to look at similarities and differences of the two stories Unto 
Dust  and The Silk Scarf. 
 Teacher spoke about “post-democracy” when she meant “pre-democracy”. 
 Teacher commented on a learner‟s answer: Put it in a nicer way”. This was an 
opportunity to explain the need to use formal language/ register, especially for academic 
writing. 
 Teacher needed to allow for more individual challenges and contributions. Strongly 
teacher-centred; often used closed-ended questions. 
 Similarities and differences: teacher did not take opportunity to mention comparison and 
contrast. 
 Teacher needed to remind the class / make explicit how setting of the story” (context) 
impacts on themes and characterisation. 
 Teacher could also have used the story itself to highlight writing technique: structure, 
cohesion and coherence, paragraphing etc. 
 No opportunities offered to learners at that stage to practice written responses; all done 
orally. 
 Teacher approached me to ask how long I wanted the essay to be (number of words). 
 Handout on previous short story Unto Dust, Task 2: Literature Essay: Instructions 
reminded learners: “…remember to allow your own voice to be heard by giving your 
opinion as well”. But no mention of other important aspects of the writing process eg. 
Planning, revising etc. 
 Handout linked task to Learning Outcome 2, Assessment 4. 
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Observation notes: Lesson 2 (Teacher 4) 
 
English Home Language: Grade 11 
Northern Areas Secondary School: 28 May 2009: 09:30 
Teacher 4: Female teacher, +- 10 years experience 
Essay type: Discursive / Critical essay  
Topic:  (Written on board) 
 “Write an essay of 300 – 350 words, comparing the similarities and differences between 
the two stories you have studied – Unto Dust and Silk Scarf: 
Structure you (sic) essay by focussing on Mrs Nebo, Stoffel Oosthuizen and how power  
influences their behaviour towards others – particularly those of another race. Also give your 
personal opinion on the two protagonists values.”  
 Teacher read another learner‟s essay on previous task Unto Dust – said it was what she 
actually wanted (a model essay). 
 She promised to make a copy of the above essay.  
 Teacher said above learner linked the story to the apartheid era. 
 Above topic written on board (hence it was not given to the learners at the start of lesson 
1). 
 The assessment rubric was not given out to the learners so no link was made with the 
writing task as required in OBA. 
 No discussion on analysis of topic, planning, structure etc. 
 Although, learners were told to plan, no guidance or reminder of previous planning 
discussions. 
 Teacher could have referred learners to chapter on the Writing Process in ENGLISH 
HANDBOOK AND STUDY GUIDE (2007: 68). Teacher had a set of these books in her 
cupboard. Study guide is based on the NCS. 
 Learners were left very much to their own devices: she could have scaffolded activities 
in order to guide and assist the learners. Many learners showed a degree of frustration 
and could have benefited from some input / structured challenges from teacher. 
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 Teacher mentioned problem of learners taking chunks out of text – in all subjects! 
Teacher said it‟s because “they don‟t understand the question”. She did not use the 
opportunity to explain / guide learners in how to reference, paraphrase, quote sources 
etc. 
 Teacher again stressed they “have to plan”. Very late in lesson teacher drew two 
overlapping circles on board and said they could use such a diagram to think about what 
is common to the characters and what is different. 
 Teacher did some checking of learners‟ work to see if they are on the right track. She 
tended to come over to speak to me quite often. 
 She did not allow them to discuss / share / peer review, despite sense that some were 
struggling. Wanted them to do their own work. 
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Research lesson observation schedule (Teacher 4) 
Lesson observation schedule 1 2 3 4 5 Comments 
2. Lesson schedule planning 
 
teaching plan integration 
duration  
 X     
3. Learner essay instructions 
 
clear + complete 
topic instructions explicit 
discussion 
 X     
4. Essay integration (CBI) 
 
Collaboration? 
  
 
  X    
5. Assessment criteria / Los   
 
Aligned with writing task 
 
Rubric 
Discussion 
X      
6. Essay topic analysis  
 
keywords explanation 
 
topic discussion 
  X    
7. Audience  
 
Purpose  
 
Context  
 X     
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8. Pre-writing processes 
 
brainstorming   
mind maps  
plans 
 X     
9. Essay structuring 
Introduction  
 
Sub – topics: body paragraphs 
 
 Conclusion 
 X     
10. Essay writing processes 
drafting  
revision 
 X     
11. Research skills 
note-taking  
referencing  
plagiarism 
X      
12. Academic register  
 
Coherence / 
Cohesion 
 X     
13. Peer revision 
 
 
 X     
14. Composing processes 
Drafting 
revision  
feedback (Teacher / Peers) 
 X     
1 = No / 2 = Some / 3 = Average / 4 = Good / 5 = Excellent 
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Interview with Teacher 4: English Home Language: (Northern Areas school) 
1 Describe the training that you received to prepare yourself for implementation of the new 
curriculum? You can focus on the teaching of English if you wish.  
 
When we went to workshop then it was very, very nice and enjoyable. We had small groups of 5 
to 6 teachers at a table and we had beautiful lesson preps and lesson plans.  
 
When did this take place? 
 
About 4 or 5 years ago. And what happened it was a very enjoyable lesson. Each group had to 
plan and then teach a lesson to the entire group. It was very nice. But every teacher at the end 
of that session said to work with that in the classroom would be impossible. It‟s no way you 
could actually do that lesson in the classroom without causing chaos. So when you do it with 
grown ups, when you do it with adults and you do it in a very controlled situation it is fine. But if 
you have to do it in the class it would never have been practical. So we adapt the lessons and 
we change things to what works in the class. And also when we went to some of these 
workshops and this is feedback that we got from colleagues and all that … if you have to ask …   
 
Sorry, so you saying you had more than one session of preparation with training? 
 
I went to about two workshops. I‟m sorry but it was two days or so … I really can‟t remember.  
 
And how do you feel about the actual preparation that you received for the new curriculum? 
 
Look nothing much in my view … nothing for the language. Nothing has changed that much. I 
get my stuff from text books and that and language doesn‟t change that much. Even the volume 
has always been a lot. So it‟s basically remained the same. 
 
But in terms of the way you had been prepared? 
 
In all honesty, no, I don‟t think it was adequate at all. Like I was saying earlier when I got 
feedback from our colleagues to the different subjects and the workshops that they attended, 
and when they asked the facilitators questions, the facilitators didn‟t have answers. Because 
everyone was going through a learning curve. 
 
And in preparation for the language learning outcomes in particular … 
 
Oh yes we‟ve been given a lot of books and a lot of feedback from the department, LO‟s and 
AS‟s guidelines galore! You have to make the time and effort to read through it. Which we‟ve 
done because in our lesson preps and for IQM we need to implement all of this.  
 
So do you think those guidelines work very well? 
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I think they quite comprehensive. And sometimes it‟s a bit too wordy those documents and you 
can‟t you know … and you have to look at everything. But in a broad perspective I think it‟s quite 
okay. 
 
So has it helped you with implementing the new curriculum?  
 
Yes it has because now I know this is what my lesson should be, what the outcomes should be, 
and it does guide you somewhat.  
2 a)  What are you comfortable with / not comfortable with when teaching the new 
curriculum? 
b) What are your reasons for the above? 
 
What I find as a language teacher I struggle to finish the syllabus. I don‟t think they have any 
idea of what we go through at ground level. The literature setwork / the syllabus is so much that 
we have so little time to do language. I feel I do not train my pupils properly to do language. And 
I feel guilty about that but what I do is whenever I have a gap, a free moment, I try and make 
time. I tell them to go over this … they‟ve got text books … I say this is going to have to be self-
study today. You go home and you please read this. I test them in a test … in a class test or 
they get tested in an exam. But actually I don‟t have time to teach a whole lesson. When we in 
grade 12 we have so little time for language.     
 
Is that because the new curriculum is giving you too much to cover? 
 
I think the CASS component demands far too much with us. If we had to cut back a bit on the 
CASS we would have more time with the learners to maybe spend an extra few lessons doing 
language. Look this is my opinion because we under so much pressure to get things from the 
kids. And I think we have quality … we have quantity (excuse me) but not quality. Because we 
under pressure we have to go to CASS and other files must be filled. The kids are under 
pressure.  We just have to get in our stuff. I would like to spend enough time polishing their 
work, giving them extra time to polish their work. We do not have that time. I am guilty of not 
spending that extra time with them because of the time factor. 
 
And you feel that‟s because of the curriculum trying to cover too much? 
 
In all honesty, I don‟t think the curriculum is trying to cover too much. It‟s just that maybe they 
could just cut back slightly on the volume. Look maybe it‟s too many poems or … I think the 
CASS component is at fault here. 
 
Is that what you are not comfortable with? 
 
I‟m not at ease with it. 
 
Are there aspects of the new curriculum that you are comfortable with? 
271 
 
 
Ja, I think it‟s interesting. It covers … it‟s comprehensive. You are able to cover things,… and 
the kids are … make the lessons interesting and stuff like that. I don‟t have a problem with that 
it‟s just the volume of the CASS. The amount of marking we as language teachers do and we 
rush through it to get the work done, which I feel disadvantages the kid because we under 
pressure to hand in our stuff. So basically, in all honesty, a lot of the things it‟s just window 
dressing. I can honestly say that. Here are my files they‟re perfect. But along the line I think the 
child is disadvantaged because instead of giving one really good essay where you could help 
the child and say look polish this, do this, I would do this, we hand in three essays of a mediocre 
quality. 
 
3 With particular reference to Learning Outcome 3: Writing and  Presenting:  
a) What do you consider to be the strengths of this outcome?   
  b) What do you consider to be the weaknesses of this outcome?  
 
There‟s a lot of strength in the outcomes, you know, it covers … it‟s quite comprehensive. 
However, I feel the problem lies with the groundwork. That hasn‟t been done and therefore I 
have learners who are totally unable to fulfil most of those learning outcomes, because their 
writing is very basic, elementary. The training they received in primary school is totally 
inadequate. If you had to compare … I think it has to do with the background also and the 
schools they come from. And I think the teachers in the primary schools need to be accountable 
for what are they exactly doing in the primary schools because by the time they get to grade 
eight we have to unlearn some of the things they learnt. 
I‟m trying to focus particularly on the strengths and weaknesses of LO3. So if we take learners 
who are not as weak and who are doing quite well and who will probably proceed to HE… in 
other words if one does not focus too much on background … 
It works for them. It works for learners who have the talent and the gift for writing because you 
can help develop that if you have a look at the outcome. This is what the requirement is and this 
is what I want you to do … it can work. There‟s no fault with that. But the vast majority of our 
learners they are unable to totally fulfil that requirement of writing. All the language teachers find 
this … where do they learn this? And the source is normally from the primary schools and we 
have to undo this. It takes them three years to just get out of the bad habits they learnt in the 
primary school. 
4 What do you consider an improvement in LO3 compared to the previous curriculum? 
Give reasons for your answer. 
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An improvement … it‟s more in detail. It gives you more guidance. It‟s a lot more reading for us, 
it‟s more of a reference you have more reference, something to refer to, to guide you. Because 
of all the assessment standards and sub-standards and stuff like that. In all honesty I don‟t 
personally go too into detail with that. If I cover the main components … but of course different 
components have to be covered. I make sure that it‟s done; the CASS and the different 
assessment standards. And when we setting up tests also, it helps because I know I need to 
cover this. It does help you. In the past let‟s see … I think we took a lot of things for granted 
from the old school. This is the way I was taught and this is the way I‟m going to do it in turn and 
like I say we use more text books. There wasn‟t so much so much documentation. There wasn‟t 
so much guidance. We were basically left to do things the old school way and you listen to your 
HOD and this is what you need to do and stuff like this. Now you are actually able to act 
independently because you have all the documentation … this is what I need to cover … it‟s a 
lot of documentation. Everything is there you have to just go through it. And I think many 
teachers find this a bit tedious but the more you do it the more you get used to it. So you don‟t 
have to refer to it all the time. Initially at the workshops they went through the things with us in 
detail. I must say they explained everything to us in detail. When we first got this it was like what 
on earth is this? Once it was explained and clarified we were like … okay … we understand 
now. 
So you feel these assessment standards give you quite a bit of guidance and they also (would 
you agree) help with standardising things so that … in other words other teachers are doing the 
same thing? 
It makes sure that we all cover the relevant work. When we do our lesson planning and lesson 
prep then we need to have to look up all those things and put them down because it‟s needed 
by our superiors. The old curriculum was more simple because you had goals and you had 
lesson plans for the day. It was a daily thing. Here we also have daily and we have term planner 
and actually the department has given us a document with all of it already been done for you by 
the department. So you just make sure that you cover the LO that the department has 
stipulated. So it‟s actually been very nicely set out for us. You just have to know where the 
documents are and which documentation to look into. So I would say the new curriculum gives 
more guidance because it‟s more specific. Everything is numbered and everything is labelled. 
5 What changes have you observed in your learners‟ academic writing with the 
introduction of LO3 of the NCS? Explain your answer. 
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With the new curriculum we teachers have been made aware of more interesting things that you 
can expose your learners to. You know there‟s the fourth genre which can be film study … 
which is an oral presentation but you can get them to do a written summary of a movie that 
they‟ve watched as well. And there are advertisements and posters which make it a lot more 
interesting because we are now made aware of all the possibilities that are open to us. Maybe 
previously we were not sure, can I actually do this with the learner?  
So what changes have you observed in your learners‟ writing? 
Maybe it gives them more scope for creativity because of the broader assessment standards 
that are now available. Before it was just essays and stuff like that. 
And in terms of quality … compared to the previous curriculum? 
I would say if a child‟s got a talent for writing no matter what you give that child in any 
curriculum, that child‟s gonna excel. So I wouldn‟t say … I can‟t in all honesty say … because 
you had learners who wrote badly, you know (laughs) in the past, and you get them now as well. 
If a child refuses to write creatively who has never read a book except the books at school…  
But have you seen in any changes in terms of more constructive planning and stuff like that? 
Oh yes! Previously the learners didn‟t have to show their planning all the time. Now they are 
partly assessed on their planning as well. So they are forced to show their creative thought 
patterns and it forces them to now think and plan. That is a definite advantage. That is one of 
the big changes. And also what one of the major changes are … before the planning used to be 
they read over the essay and they re-wrote the entire essay again with the same errors without 
much editing and stuff. Now we make sure they edit their work. Or there‟s mind-mapping, you 
don‟t have to write the whole essay out … brainstorming. We teach them all these new methods 
of planning an essay. 
6 What is your perception of your implementation of LO3? 
 
I always tell the learners that if you see an interesting article and it touches you, then please 
take note of the writer‟s style. Read, whatever you find, pick up and read; look at the diction, the 
construction of the sentences, and try and internalise this. And nothing is stopping you from 
using a beautiful quotation so it can enhance your writing. I try and make them aware … I read 
things to them in the class to make them aware of what you missing out if you do not read. In all 
honesty I feel I really try hard, I do my best to make them think creatively. I make them aware of 
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figures of speech and so forth. Also in the guideline that we get back from the department to say 
this is how a child can improve his or her mark. Then I give this message over to them. It‟s like 
quotations and proverbs and stick to one tense and so forth. I think I‟m doing it … there‟s 
nothing lacking but I do feel I wish I had more time to spend with them. I feel I am rushing them. 
Because if you look at their marks from the first essay, and the second essay, and the third 
essay, I feel some of them have improved. There is a slight improvement but not as much as I‟d 
like the mark to have improved. Because I find they still don‟t make the effort to go and do some 
research on the topic. If they could do some research … no matter what I try to implement, it 
doesn‟t mean it‟s going to work out. The learners do not listen a lot of the time. Mind you, there 
are sometimes one or two who absolutely go out, do research, find a beautiful proverb or figure 
of speech, and then use it. So, for the very few in the top percentage, it helps them. Those that 
are just … like I say, I feel I‟m rushing them. I‟d like to have the time and assess each child 
before I give them a mark, to say, go back, do this, put this in. But I can honestly say that I‟ve 
carried out, true to form, what I am required to do, in LO 3. 
7 What do you think are the critical factors for successful academic writing at schools? 
 
I would say good ground work is essential. There‟s got to be a culture where from the time the 
child is able to talk, a parent ought to sit with that child and read to the child; make the child 
aware of the joy of books. I can see it. It‟s clear that kids who have been read to from the time 
they children, their level of thinking and writing is far superior to any child who hasn‟t had this 
nurturing.  
You‟ve mentioned the background but what are the critical factors for successful academic 
writing at schools? 
Good writing skills, reading skills from primary schools is essential. We get kids who are in 
grade eight who can‟t read and write. Lot of them! We have a crisis at our schools. It was 
actually discussed in the staff room. We have a crisis. We have kids who are illiterate. 
The teacher needs to show that extra passion to try and motivate no matter what the 
background is. If you can try and make the child realise, look there is something that I can do. I 
can be capable of achieving. Let me try to motivate that child. If you can motivate, and try and 
bring out … The writing … the spelling might not be good, the syntax, the sentence construction 
might be bad, but if the content is there. If that child learns to write from inside, from the heart, 
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that child can still be successful. I sometimes mark a child out of the content of his essay, not all 
the grammatical errors. 
8 Describe the approach you generally use to teach academic essay writing to the grade 
11s /12s. 
 
I use a text book and a chalk board as a resource. I have a very good text book. It‟s got pictures 
of mind maps. So I would generally take a topic and I would say how would you have an 
introduction, your second paragraph, third paragraph and how you would conclude your essay. I 
tell them your essay should not be one long … you ought to break your thoughts up into 
paragraphs. Ja, and mind mapping and brainstorming … and I give them all notes on how to 
construct an essay. And then of course we explain it in class as well. And in their planning … 
check their planning … but not as intentionally as I‟d like to because of the time factor. 
And after you‟ve checked their planning, what happens after that? 
Then they write their essays. 
Do they write them in class? 
Certain CASS components have to be supervised so it‟s in class. So there‟s one they do in 
class the other one‟s they do at home and the other one‟s are in the exam. 
So when they bring the one‟s back from home, is that it is that the final? Or does it get checked 
again? 
After … I mark it and that‟s it. The ideal would be for me to go through all those and … but you 
don‟t want to re-write the essay for the child. That also is not a true reflection of his or her 
thinking and writing skills. 
And after you‟ve marked it? 
Then I give the pages back to them and I write comments and I say look at your work. And what 
I do is all their common errors … the whole class‟s … I do an exercise on the board and I go 
through it. After each essay that they do … this is what you are guilty of; this is what you are 
doing; there‟s no such a word as this; you can not use this in an essay. I do that after each 
essay. Some of them correct their mistakes; some of them carry on doing the same thing. 
There‟s no change (laughs). It‟s very frustrating.   
276 
 
9 What would you do the same / differently if you had to once again teach the writing 
lessons which I observed?  
 
Differently I would have read the story myself. I always read the story myself most of the time … 
that day I was sick. 
She didn‟t read too badly … 
No, she‟s a good girly that. And then I try and read it with interest and information that has 
suspense and stuff so that they all listen … like you know. The thing is, I would have liked to 
have spent a more time on that lesson, guiding them a bit more. I felt it was a bit … not 
comprehensive enough because of the time factor. Other than that I would‟ve spent a bit more 
time just fine tuning it and maybe I would also discuss a bit more. 
Which elements would you fine tune if you had more time? 
More guidance with regard to writing the essay. But when I looked around at the planning most 
of them had an idea because previously they had to do a self analysis of that story. So it‟s not 
the first time they encountered that story. They ought to have been familiar. I actually want them 
to think for themselves. They want to be spoon-fed. And I want to make them think a bit more 
independently. 
10 What classroom writing practices in senior secondary schools help to prepare students 
for academic writing in higher education? 
 
I always thought that giving them a research assignment … go to the library, go on to the 
internet and research the life of an author. Find a story and give your own summary but what I 
find is you get some kids who have the internet and they print pages off the internet and they 
paste that in the assignment and that‟s it. I find kids tend to take chunks of material that‟s 
available and just paste it. And I told them plagiarism is a crime. I always thought research 
would work but it didn‟t work too well when I tried it with the class. Because like I said it‟s just a 
lot of copying and pasting. 
I think … creativity … or like I said … something that they can‟t go and copy from somewhere 
but they have to think in the class. Like the work that we‟ve done. We took two short stories and 
they had to think for themselves. The information wasn‟t available anywhere else. So trying to 
make them think independently in the class where they can‟t just copy the information from 
somewhere which they have a tendency to do. A teacher should try and create a question 
277 
 
where they are actually forced to use what you have done in the class with them. Like I did the 
elements of a short story, now I tell them to analyse a short story without me teaching it to them. 
So it made them think what I think is the conflict of the story and stuff like that. And like I say we 
did another short story and now they have to compare the short stories. So I find it made them 
think. I want them to be able to think critically because research, like I say, you can research 
anything any time, and it‟s there and you can simply copy it. 
And in terms of their actual writing activities that they do in senior secondary school? 
I just feel to be able to read and comprehend would help them a helluva lot. So even just 
reading something and give your own point of view and what you comprehend from the article 
would also help to understand and analyse things, independently and intelligently. And to put 
your writing down in a coherent manner, not haphazardly. To structure your work… 
Do they get such practice in high school at the moment? 
I think they do … I think in literature a lot. We ask them in literary essays … we give them a 
topic … whether it‟s a short story, drama and a lot of that involves your own interpretation. What 
we‟ve done in the class and putting it down in a coherent form … that kind of helps. Some of 
them do really well because if you listen in the class. Some of them make a hash of it because 
they give the plot back to you which is not what we want. 
11 What impact/effect did the classroom observation have on you, your lesson and the 
learners? 
 
No it just made me think … it made me more aware. Look, you know, am I doing the best? Am I 
actually doing the best that I can for my learners. It made me think of that. You do want to be 
the best teacher that you possibly can be. Am I helping the learners to fulfil their potential? That 
is what I want to do. Am I doing it all the time? I‟m not sure. Am I trying my best? Yes I am. Like 
I say I didn‟t feel happy about spending that little time with them.   
And any effect that it may have had on the learners? 
Oh ja … they were quite chaffed … they felt quite important. Like we special because this 
gentleman from the NMMU came to our class. I said no you‟re angels … that why (laughs). And 
when you left: How were we mam? How were we? 
12 How could the data collection process be improved? 
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I don‟t think the manner in which you did this was invasive or inconvenient at all. I think its fine. I 
didn‟t find it at all a bother, really. I don‟t have a problem at all. 
 
I, ….........................., accept that the transcribed notes above are a true and fair reflection of the 
interview that took place between Rod Townsend and me. 
 
Date: ………………………………….. Place: Port Elizabeth 
 
Signature:……………………………………………………… 
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Assessment rubric: Teacher 4 
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Learner A: samples (Teacher 4) 
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Learner A (Teacher 4)  
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Learner B: samples (Teacher 4) 
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Learner B (Teacher 4)  
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Learner C: samples (Teacher 4) 
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Learner C (Teacher 4)  
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Learner D samples (Teacher 4) 
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Learner D (Teacher 4)  
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Learner E: samples (Teacher 4) 
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Learner E (Teacher 4)  
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APPENDIX XIV: Samples of NVivo coding practices  
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APPENDIX XV: Letters of background information and consent  
 
Faculty of Arts 
NMMU 
Tel: +27 (0)41 504-2223   
E-mail Faculty Chairperson:     helize.vanvuuren@nmmu.ac.za  
 
06 February 2009 
 
Ref:  (Reference number supplied upon granting of ethics approval) 
Contact person:  Rod Townsend (Telephone: 041 – 5041174) 
 
Dear Parent 
Academic writing research study 
You are being asked to give consent to allow your son/daughter to participate in an academic writing research 
study by allowing his/her essay to be used as part of the data collection . Your son/daughter will be provided with 
the necessary information to understand the study and what is expected of him/her (the participant). These 
guidelines will include information on the risks and benefits of the study, as well as the learner’s rights as a study 
subject.  Please tell your son/daughter to feel free to ask the researcher to clarify anything that is unclear to 
him/her.   
The following notice will be handed to your son/daughter: 
In agreeing to participate, you will be required to provide a written consent form, including the date, your 
signature and initials, in order to verify that you understand and agree to the terms and conditions of the 
research study. 
You have the right to raise concerns regarding the study at any time. Immediately report any new problems 
experienced during the study to the researcher.  Telephone numbers for the researcher are provided; please feel 
free to contact the researcher at any time.    
Furthermore, it is important that you should be aware of the fact that this study is subject to approval by the 
Research Ethics Committee (Human) of the university. The REC-H consists of a group of independent experts 
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whose responsibility it is to ensure that the rights and welfare of research study participants are protected and 
that studies are conducted in an ethical manner.  Studies may not be conducted without the RECH’s approval.   
Queries with regard to your rights as a research subject can be directed to the Research Ethics Committee (Human) 
in the person of the Director: Research Capacity Development at (041) 504-2538.  Alternatively, you may write to 
The Chairperson of the Research, Technology and Innovation Committee, PO Box 77000, Nelson Mandela 
Metropolitan University, Port Elizabeth, 6031. 
Participation in research is voluntary and your son/daughter is thus not obliged to take part in this research. If you 
do agree to participate, you have the right to withdraw your son/daughter at any given time during the study 
without penalty.  
Although your identity and the identity of your son/daughter will at all times remain confidential, the results of the 
research study may be presented at scientific conferences or in specialist publications.  
This informed consent statement has been prepared in compliance with current statutory guidelines. 
Yours sincerely 
Rod Townsend 
RESEARCHER 
cc:  
 
I, ………………………………………….. parent of ……………………………………….. hereby grant consent for samples of my 
son’s/daughter’s academic written work to be collected and studied by the researcher. I also have no objection to 
the researcher observing the writing lessons which my son/daughter will be attending. I understand that our 
names will remain anonymous and that our privacy will be respected. 
 
 
Signature of parent: ……………………………………………….. Date ………………………………..  
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Faculty of Arts 
NMMU 
Tel: +27 (0)41 504-2223   
E-mail Faculty Chairperson:     helize.vanvuuren@nmmu.ac.za  
06 February 2009 
 
Ref:  (Reference number supplied upon granting of ethics approval) 
Contact person:  Rod Townsend (Telephone: 041 – 5041174) 
 
Dear Teacher 
Academic writing research study 
You are hereby invited to participate in an academic writing research study which includes: an interview, 
observation of your teaching of academic writing and analysis of samples of some of your learners’ writing. You 
will be provided with the necessary information to understand the study and what is expected of you (the 
participant). These guidelines will include information on the risks and benefits of the study, as well as your rights 
as a study subject.  Please feel free to ask the researcher to clarify anything that is unclear to you.   
In agreeing to participate, you will be required to provide a written consent form, including the date, your 
signature and initials, in order to verify that you understand and agree to the terms and conditions of the research 
study. 
You have the right to raise concerns regarding the study at any time. Immediately report any new problems 
experienced during the study to the researcher.  Telephone numbers for the researcher are provided; please feel 
free to contact the researcher at any time.    
Furthermore, it is important that you should be aware of the fact that this study is subject to approval by the 
Research Ethics Committee (Human) of the university. The REC-H consists of a group of independent experts 
whose responsibility it is to ensure that the rights and welfare of research study participants are protected and 
that studies are conducted in an ethical manner.  Studies may not be conducted without the RECH’s approval.   
Queries with regard to your rights as a research subject can be directed to the Research Ethics Committee (Human) 
in the person of the Director: Research Capacity Development at (041) 504-2538.  Alternatively, you may write to 
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The Chairperson of the Research, Technology and Innovation Committee, PO Box 77000, Nelson Mandela 
Metropolitan University, Port Elizabeth, 6031. 
Participation in research is voluntary and you are thus not obliged to take part in any research. If you do agree to 
participate, you have the right to withdraw at any given time during the study without penalty.  
Although your identity will at all times remain confidential, the results of the research study may be presented at 
scientific conferences or in specialist publications.  
This informed consent statement has been prepared in compliance with current statutory guidelines. 
Yours sincerely 
Rod Townsend 
RESEARCHER 
cc:  
 I, …………………………………………..,  grade 11 teacher at ………………………………….. school,  voluntarily and freely give 
my consent to my participation in such a research study which includes: an interview, observation of my 
teaching of academic writing and analysis of samples of my learners’ writing. 
 
 
Signature of teacher: ……………………………………………….. Date ………………………………..  
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Faculty of Arts 
NMMU 
Tel: +27 (0)41 504-2223   
E-mail Faculty Chairperson:     helize.vanvuuren@nmmu.ac.za  
25 March 2009 
Ref:  (Reference number supplied upon granting of ethics approval) 
Contact person:  Rod Townsend (Telephone: 041 – 5041174) 
Dear Grade 11 / 12 Learner 
Academic writing research study  
You have been selected to participate in an academic writing research study by allowing your essay to be used as 
part of the data collection. The researcher will also provide you with the necessary information to understand the 
study and what is expected of you as a participant in the study. These guidelines will include information on the 
risks and benefits of the study, as well as your rights as a study subject.  Please feel free to ask the researcher to 
clarify anything that is unclear to you.   
In agreeing to participate, you will be required to complete a written consent form, which includes the date, your 
signature and initials. This is to verify that you understand and agree to the terms and conditions of the research 
study. 
You have the right to raise concerns regarding your participation in the study at any time. Also report any new 
problems you experience during the study to the researcher. The researcher’s telephone numbers are provided; so 
please feel free contact the researcher at any time.    
Furthermore, it is important that you should be aware of the fact that this study is subject to approval by the 
Research Ethics Committee (Human) of the university. The REC-H consists of a group of independent experts 
whose responsibility it is to ensure that the rights and welfare of research study participants are protected and 
that studies are conducted in an ethical manner. No research studies may not be conducted without the RECH’s 
approval.   
Queries with regard to your rights as a research subject also can be directed to the Research Ethics Committee 
(Human) in the person of the Director: Research Capacity Development at (041) 504-2538.  Alternatively, you may 
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write to The Chairperson of the Research, Technology and Innovation Committee, PO Box 77000, Nelson Mandela 
Metropolitan University, Port Elizabeth, 6031. 
Participation in research is voluntary and you are thus not obliged to take part in this research. If you do agree to 
participate, you have the right to withdraw at any given time during the study without penalty. 
Although your identity will at all times remain confidential, the results of the research study may be presented at 
scientific conferences or in specialist publications.  
This informed consent statement has been prepared in compliance with current statutory guidelines. 
Yours sincerely 
Rod Townsend 
RESEARCHER 
cc:  
 
I, ………………………………………….., a grade 11 learner at ………………………………….. school, hereby grant consent for 
samples of my academic written work to be collected and studied by the researcher. I also have no objection to 
the researcher observing the writing lessons which I will be attending. I understand that my name will remain 
anonymous and that my privacy will be respected. 
 
 
Signature of learner: ……………………………………………….. Date ………………………………..  
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NELSON MANDELA METROPOLITAN UNIVERSITY 
 
INFORMATION AND INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR PARENTS/LEARNERS 
(Please delete any information not applicable to your project and complete/expand as deemed appropriate) 
Title of the research project 
 
Implementing the NCS writing practices in grade 11: implications for academic 
writing in Higher Education 
Reference number 
 
 
Principal investigator 
 
Rod Townsend 
Address 
 
 
Postal Code 
5 Kestell Street 
Parsons Hill 
Port Elizabeth 
6001 
 
Contact telephone number 
(private numbers not advisable) 
 
041 504 1174 
 
A. DECLARATION BY OR ON BEHALF OF PARTICIPANT 
 (Person legally competent to give consent on behalf of the participant) 
 
Initial 
 
I, the participant and the undersigned  
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I.D. number  
OR 
I, in my capacity as 
of the participant 
I.D. number 
 
Address (of participant) 
 
 
 
(full names)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A.1 I HEREBY CONFIRM AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 
1. I, the participant, was invited to 
participate in the above-mentioned 
research project that is being 
 undertaken by 
 
 of the Department of  
 in the Faculty of 
 of the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University. 
Rod Townsend 
Applied Languages 
Arts 
 
2. The following aspects have been explained to me, the participant: 
2.1 Aim:  The investigators are studying: To explore the implications of classroom writing practices in 
secondary schools in order to improve the teaching of academic writing in Higher Education (HE). 
 The information will be used to/for: recommending approaches to improve the writing practices in the 
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FET phase of the National Curriculum and to assist academic literacy teachers in HE to address the academic writing 
needs of students entering HE 
 
2.2 Procedures:  I understand that I / my child will be attending classes which will be observed by the 
researcher and that samples of his/her/my written work may be collected to contribute to the data needed for 
this study. 
 
2.3 Risks: There are no risks to me as names will be kept out of all research documents in this study and I/ 
my child will remain completely anonymous. 
 
2.4 Possible benefits:  As a result of my participation in this study teachers in HE may be able to 
better identify and address the writing needs of learners arriving from secondary school. 
 
 
2.5 Confidentiality:  My identity will not be revealed in any discussion, description or scientific 
 publications by the investigators. 
 
2.6 Access to findings:  Any new information/or benefit that develops during the course of the study will 
 be shared as follows: Teachers and schools will be informed of findings, recommendations and     
implications at the end of the study. 
 
2.7 Voluntary participation/refusal/discontinuation:   
 My participation is voluntary 
 
 My decision whether or not to participate will in no way affect my present or future 
 care/employment/lifestyle 
 
 YES  NO 
 TRUE  FALSE 
 
3. The information above was explained to me/the participant by 
 
 
 in  
 
 and I am in command of this language/it was satisfactorily translated to me bY 
Rod Townsend (researcher) / School Grade 11 Teacher 
Afrikaans  English  Xhosa  Other  
 
301 
 
  
 
 I was given the opportunity to ask questions and all these questions were answered satisfactorily. 
(name of translator)    
4. No pressure was exerted on me to consent to participation and I understand that I may withdraw at 
 any stage without penalisation. 
 
5. Participation in this study will not result in any additional cost to myself.  
 
 
A.2 I HEREBY VOLUNTARILY CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN THE ABOVE-MENTIONED  PROJECT  
 Signed/confirmed at  
  
 
 
 
Signature or right thumb print of participant 
Signature of witness 
Full name of witness 
 
 on  20 
 
 
B. STATEMENT BY OR ON BEHALF OF INVESTIGATOR(S) 
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I,…Rod 
Townsend…………………………………………………………………………………………………………….…………dec
lare that 
 
- I have explained the information given in this document to 
 
 
 and/or his/her representative 
    
(name of representative) 
 
- he/she was encouraged and given ample time to ask me any questions; 
 
- this conversation was conducted in  
 
 and no translator was used / this conversation was translated into  
 
(language)    by 
 
- I have detached Section D and handed it to the participant  
 
 Signed/confirmed at  
    
Signature of interviewer Signature of witness 
Full name of witness 
 
(name of patient/participant) 
Afrikaans  English  Xhosa  Other  
 YES  NO 
 on  20 
 
 
C. DECLARATION BY TRANSLATOR 
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I, 
I.D. number 
Qualifications and/or 
Current employment 
 
 
confirm that I 
 
 - translated the contents of this document from English into  
 (indicate the relevant language) to the participant/the participant’s representative; 
 
- also translated the questions posed by   
 as well as the answers given by the investigator/representative; and 
 
- conveyed a factually correct version of what was related to me. 
 
 Signed/confirmed at  
    
I hereby declare that all information acquired by me for the purposes of this study will be kept confidential 
Signature or right thumb print of translator Signature of witness 
Full name of witness 
      
         
 
 
 
 
 
 
(name) 
 on  20 
 
 
D. IMPORTANT MESSAGE TO PATIENT/REPRESENTATIVE OF PARTICIPANT 
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Dear participant/representative of the participant 
 
Thank you for your/the participant’s participation in this study.  Should, at any time during the study: 
 
- an emergency arise as a result of the research, or 
- you require any further information with regard to the study, or 
- the following occur 
 
 
 
 
 (indicate any circumstances which should be reported to the investigator) 
 
 
 Kindly contact  
 at telephone number 
 (it must be a number where help 
will be available on a 24 hour basis, if the 
research project warrants it) 
Rod Townsend 
082 574 9166 
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NELSON MANDELA METROPOLITAN UNIVERSITY 
INFORMATION AND INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR TEACHERS 
(Please delete any information not applicable to your project and complete/expand as deemed appropriate) 
Title of the research project 
 
Implementation of the NCS classroom writing practices in grade 11: implications for 
academic writing in Higher Education 
Reference number  
Principal investigator Rod Townsend 
Address 
Postal Code 
5 Kestell Street 
Parsons Hill 
Port Elizabeth 
6000 
Contact telephone number 
(private numbers not advisable) 
041 504 1174 
 
A. DECLARATION BY OR ON BEHALF OF PARTICIPANT 
 (Person legally competent to give consent on behalf of the participant) 
 
Initial 
I, the participant and the undersigned  
I.D. number  
OR 
I in my capacity as 
of the participant 
I.D. number 
 
Address (of participant) 
(full names)   
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A.1 I HEREBY CONFIRM AS FOLLOWS:  
 
1. I, the participant, was invited to 
participate in the above-mentioned 
research project that is being 
 undertaken by 
 
 of the Department of  
 in the Faculty of 
 of the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University. 
Rod Townsend 
Applied Languages 
Arts 
 
2. The following aspects have been explained to me, the participant: 
2.1 Aim:  The investigators are studying: To explore the implications of classroom writing practices in 
secondary schools in order to improve the teaching of academic writing in Higher Education (HE). 
 The information will be used to/for: recommending approaches to improve the writing practices in the 
FET hase of the National Curriculum and to assist academic literacy teachers in HE to address the academic writing 
needs of students entering HE. 
 
 
2.2 Procedures:  I understand that the researcher will observe while I am teaching academic writing to a 
grade 11 class. Furthermore, samples of some learners’ written work will be collected and copies made to 
contribute to the data needed for this study. Finally, I agree to be individually interviewed and for it to be 
recorded on an audio tape. 
 
2.3 Risks: There are no risks to me as names will be kept out of all research documents in this study and I 
will remain completely anonymous. If feedback is given to the school it will first have to be approved by me. 
 
2.4 Possible benefits:  As a result of my participation in this study teachers in HE may be able to better 
identify and address the writing needs of learners arriving from secondary school and teachers at schools could 
benefit by preparing learners for the demands of academic writing in HE. 
 
2.5 Confidentiality:  My identity will not be revealed in any discussion, description or scientific  
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 publications by the investigators. 
2.6 Access to findings:  Any new information/or benefit that develops during the course of the study will 
 be shared as follows: Teachers and schools will be informed of findings, recommendations and 
implications at the end of the study. 
 
2.7 Voluntary participation/refusal/discontinuation:  
 My participation is voluntary 
My decision whether or not to participate will in no way affect my 
present or future  care/employment/lifestyle 
 
 YES  NO 
 TRUE  FALSE 
 
3.
 
The 
information above was explained to me/the participant by: 
 in  
 and I am in command 
of this 
language
/it was 
satisfactorily translated to me by  
 I was given the opportunity to ask questions and all these questions were answered satisfactorily. 
Rod Townsend  
Afrikaans  English  Xhosa  Other  
(name of translator)    
 
4. No pressure was exerted on me to consent to participation and I understand that I may withdraw at 
 any stage without penalisation. 
 
5. Participation in this study will not result in any additional cost to myself.  
 
 
A.2 I HEREBY VOLUNTARILY CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN THE ABOVE-MENTIONED  PROJECT  
 Signed/confirmed at  
  
 
Signature or right thumb print of participant 
Signature of witness 
Full name of witness 
 
 on  20 
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B. STATEMENT BY OR ON BEHALF OF INVESTIGATOR(S) 
 
I,…Rod 
Townsend…………………………………………………………………………………………………………….…………dec
lare that 
 
- I have explained the information given in this document to 
 
 
 and/or his/her representative 
    
(name of representative) 
 
- he/she was encouraged and given ample time to ask me any questions; 
 
- this conversation was conducted in  
 
 and no translator was used / this conversation was translated into  
 
(language)    by 
 
- I have detached Section D and handed it to the participant  
 
 Signed/confirmed at  
   
Signature of interviewer Signature of witness 
Full name of witness 
 
(name of patient/participant) 
Afrikaans  English  Xhosa  Other  
 YES  NO 
 on  20 
 
C. DECLARATION BY TRANSLATOR 
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I, 
I.D. number 
Qualifications and/or 
Current employment 
 
 
confirm that I 
 
 - translated the contents of this document from English into  
 (indicate the relevant language) to the participant/the participant’s representative; 
 
- also translated the questions posed by   
 as well as the answers given by the investigator/representative; and 
- conveyed a factually correct version of what was related to me. 
 Signed/confirmed at  
    
I hereby declare that all information acquired by me for the purposes of this study will be kept confidential 
Signature or right thumb print of translator Signature of witness 
Full name of witness 
              
 
 
 
 
 
 
(name) 
 on  20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
310 
 
 
D. IMPORTANT MESSAGE TO PATIENT/REPRESENTATIVE OF PARTICIPANT 
Dear participant/representative of the participant 
 
Thank you for your/the participant’s participation in this study.  Should, at any time during the study: 
 
- an emergency arise as a result of the research, or 
- you require any further information with regard to the study, or 
- the following occur 
 
 
 
 
 (indicate any circumstances which should be reported to the investigator) 
 
 
 Kindly contact  
 at telephone number 
 (it must be a number where help 
will be available on a 24 hour basis, if the 
research project warrants it) 
Rod Townsend 
082 574 9166 
 
 
 
  
